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Job 42.3. Who is he that hideth Counſel Wizhour Knowledge? Therefore | 
have I uttered that I underſtood not, things too wonderfull for me, 
Which I knew not. 


Rom-11.33. O the depth of the riches both of the Wiſdom and knowledge 


of God! how unſearchable are his judgements, and his waies paſt 
JR out |! 
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Nam quemodo intellectu Deum capit pic h mo, qui ipſum intellectum ſuum, quo 
Eum vult capere, nondum capit? Auguflin. 1 Trinitate l. 5. c. i. | 
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Nazianzen. Orat. 29. paz. 49}. Edit. Morelli. 


E os mMuapey voy; yod yernony vai mud) oe, &c. 
Dod fi in fills generatione & Spiritus proce ſſione perveſti- 
* ganda curioſum te prebes, ego quoq; pars curiofitate tuam- 
anime corporiſq; conjunctionem. & temperament um inqui- 
ram: Quomodo pulvis es, & Dei Imago? mid eſt quod te 
moveat ? aut quid quod meveatur ? Qupmodo idem movet & movetur ? 
2 momods ſenſus in codem manet, & externa attrahit ? ment 
in te manet, & in alia mente ſermonem gignit Quo modo cogitatio 
per ſermouem impertitur ? Nondum majora profero; Yue cæli conver- 
fro? quis ſyderum mot us, & ordo? aut modus ? que conjunitio aut 
diſtantia ? qui mars termini ? unde venti proflaant? unde partim 
anni revolutiones, aut pluviarum eff uſiones ? Si nihil horam intellectu 
percepiſti, 6 homo, (percipies autem fortaſſe aliquando cum perfeſtionem 
conſecutus fueris & ut conjicere poſſi mus ea que nunc cernimus, non 
veritatem ipſam eſſe, ſed quædam duntaxat veritatis ſimulachra ) fi 
teipſum non noſti, quiſ quis es qui de his rebus diſputas, fi hæc nondum 
intellectu comprehendiſti, quorum ſenſus ipſe teſtis eſt, quo tandem mo- 
do Dnid, & Quantus fit Deus, te certò tenere ac ſcire arbitraru ? 
Magna profeltò id ſtultitiæ et. Quocirca ſiquid mihi obtemperas, hoc 
eſt Theologo minime audaci, ut nonnulla jam percepiſti, ita ea que ſu- 
perſunt ut percipias, roga, precibuſq; contende. Ea parte que in te 
manet contents eſto : reliqua in ſupernis theſauris recondita maneat. 
Per vite probitatem aſcende: per purgationem, eum qui purus eſt adi- 
piſcere. Vis Theologus aliquando fieri, ac divinitate aignus Man- 
data ſerva : per Dei precepta incede (actio enim gradus eſt ad con- 
templationem) ex corpore operam anime nava. An quiſquam eſt 
mortalium qui ad eam ſublimitatem efferri poſſit, ut ad Pauli menſu- 


ram perveniat ? At ille tamen videre ſe per ſpeculum & enigma dicit, 

tempaſque affore, quo facie ad faciem viſurus jit ; ſis tu licet alis 

in Diſputando ſublimior: at Deo haud dubie inferior es. Sts licet 

aliis fortaſſe acutior & perſpicactor : at certe veritate tanto poſterior 

45 N eſſentia Dei eſſentiam tuam antecellit ] See the reſt to 
e end. | 


4 * ” 1 y a 25 
N » "© hls 
4 P , , = | 4 - * 


” n 
— 
- * 12 
o L -- 


Pj Jam Nat. Orat, 34. pag. 538 539 . 
k | * #% 
Self your ol NA og of dd]er, &c. Deum intellecta per- 

: cipere difficile eſt, eloqui autem impoſſibile, ut 
* Plato is the man he prophanorum T heologorum * quidam” docuit, meo 
meant. Note that quidem judicio non incallide; nem pt ut ex eo quod 
o_ dei, — intellectu aifficilem affirmat, opinionem heminibus 
bumble Chriſtiaas an Aferat, ſe eum cognitione perctpiſſe Ex eo autem 
impoſlibilicy. quod nullis verbis cum explicart peſſe ait, hoc agat / 
| i ne inſcitia ſua prodi atque convinci queat. Ego 
vero ita potius dicendum cenſeo T Dei naturam nullis Ja idem verbis t 
plicari poſſe animo autem atque intellectu comprehendi multo minus 
poſſe, Nam quod quis animo atque ratione comple vis fuerit, id quoque 
fortaſſe e ſermone declarare queat, ſi non ſatis dilucide atque perſpicue, at 
faltem obſcure, modo auditorem nactus fit non omnino ſurdum, tardiq; 
& ftupidi ingenij. At rem tantam anime comprehendere omnino impoſ- 
fibile ft, non modo ignavis & languidis, deorſumque vergentibus, ſed 
magnis etiam & exceljis viris, Deique amore præditis, ac mertalibus 
prræque omnibus, quibus ad veri cognitionem, caligo hac &. carnis 
crafſities tenebras offundit. Atque haud ſcis an hoc quoque ſublimiori- 
bus ills &. intelligentibus naturis negatum ſit, que quia Deo propi us 
juntte ſunt, ac toto ſuo ſplendore collucent, cernere utiq; *crtajſe queant, 
fs non prorſus, at certe plenins quam nos &. ſolidius, at7; alie allis, pro 
enjuſq; ordine, vel uberius, vel parcins. | 
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Nec vero hæc verba ita accipi velim, quaſi percipi non poſſe dicam; 
Quod fir Deus: ſed Quid & Quale ſit. Neq; enim inan eit predicatio- 
„ra, nec vana fides niſtra; nec id eſt quod aſtruimus ( ne rurſus id 
quod probe candideque diximus, in impietatis & calumniæ argumen- 
tum trahas, Ac nobis Kt Ionorantiam confitentivus, arroTranter WY ) 
Plarimum name; intereſt, certò tibi perſuade. is, aliquideſſe, an Od 
tandem illud fit cempertum hahe.as. Etenim Quod Drus ſit, ac Prince ps 
onedam cauſa, que res omnes procreavit, atq; conſervet, tum cull Ipſi, 
tum Lex nataralis docet, &c. Ac nimu, profetto hehes ac ftolidis eſt, 
quiſquis non hucuſq;, ſponte ſua prog reditur, naturaliumqʒ demi xſtrati- 
ontom veſt ig its inſiſtit, atq; ades hoc ſihi perſuadet, Ne id quidem De- 
um eſſe, quod vel imagine quadam animi concepimus, vel informavi- 
mus; vel orationis penicillo utcunq; deſcripſimus. © nod ſiquis unq uam 
cogitatione Deum quoquo modi comprehendit, quonam obſcers arga mento 


id probabit ? & c. ; | Pag. 
CODY S * 


LD 
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quando fit inventurus, querat hec, qui volet, ar perſcrutttar. 
Pag. 556. Having heaped up many intricacies and inſuperable dif- 


T — Pag 348. Heid tandem: Dems: naar ſua & aſſentia it; nec lo- 
wiaum qaiſquam unquum invenit, nec invenire port. An very ali- 


| 


ficulties about the creatures, be addes ["Peſſwntne hoc t xpedive Phyfick, * 


atq; inanis eruditionts laude celebres , ac vere cyatho mare, hoc eſt, res 
tantas ingenio ſuo metientes ? ] 

I intreat the capable Reader to ꝑeruſe the reſt of that excellent 
Oration in the Author, 1 


— 


— — 


I cite theſe paſſages 7. If it were poſſible to perſwade poor mor- 
tals that we are no Gods, nor ſhould aſpire as did the father of ſin- 


ners; and therefore that we have leis, knowledge of Gods Eſſence 


and nature, then the vain Diſputers called Schoolmen have long. 


pretended to. 2. That hereby the matter of the Churches conten- 
tions being removed, our wounds may cloſe again. For who know- 
eth not, how many curious and. vain, though much applauded Vo- 
lumes, are all built upon the ſands of ſome preſumptuous ſuppoſi- 
tion of the Nature of God ? If they did not take it for granted chat 
God doth properly Underſtand and Will, aud proper ly Intendere 
finem, with many the like, what matter could they have for their 


Voluminous contentions ? If but only thoſe two ſuppoſitions were 


known to be (at leaſt) uncertain, what ſhould we do with all thoſe. 


Learned Writings that ſo ſubcilly Diſpute of the order and number 


of Gods Decrees? and how ſhould we eſteem them? He that will 


reade the Auguſtane Confeſlion, may ſee what thoughts the. firſt. 


Proteſtants had of the Controverſies about Predeſtination, and how. 
little of that doctrine did enter their. Religion. 


memo _ — —̃ 
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© VideEuſebioum Praparat. Evangelic. lib. undecimo, cap. 1 2. | 
Where he affirms that Mes and all the Prophets teach that Gods 
Nature cannot be explicated by words, and that his Name is ineffa- 
ble, and how. Plato agreeth wick them. 
As allo cap. g. where he makes the very Name Ens proper to God, 
and alledgeth.P/ati”s conſent, and cap. Id. the conſent of Namwenins, 
and cap. II. the conſent of uta. | | 


Alſo lib. G. cap. 8. pag. Wil) 365. out of ele has he citeth this, 


[Thar God is the Beginning the. Midale, the End of all things, and 
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r yen of all. things by far 
the moſt notable (or known): ſo is he both in Nature and — ä 

moſt obſcure : Nothing chat is like him (or no likeneſs of him) can 
be ſeen of us, or imagined by us; nay ie is not lawful ſo much as 
lightly to frame it (ſuch a reſemblance) in our mindes. J 
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Novatianus ( aondum lapſus) lib. 1. de Trinitate inter 
| opera Tertulliani, cap. 7. 

Sed tamen & ipſe ( Chriſtus) fic adhuc de Deo loquitur hominibus 
quomodo poſſunt adhuc audire, vel capere : licet in agnitionem Dei re- 
ligioſam jam facere incrementa nitatur: Indenimus enim ſcriptum eſſe 
quod Deus charit as dictus ſit; nec ex hot tamen Dei ſubſtantia eba- 
ritas expreſſa eff. Et quod Lux dict us eſt, nec tamen in hoc ſubſtau- 
tia Dei eſt; Sed totum hoc de Deo didtum eſt quantum dici poteſt; ut 
merito & quando ſpiritus dictus eſt, non omne id quod eſt dictus eſt, ſed 
ut dum mens hominum intelligendo uſq; ad ipſum proficit ſpirit um, con- 
verſa jam ipſa in ſpiritu aliud quid ampligs per ſpiritum conjicere, De- 
um eſſe poſſit. Id enim quod eſt, ſecundum id quod eſt, nec humano 
ſermone edici, nec humanis auribus percipi, nec humanis ſenſibus 
colligi poteſt. Nan ſi que preparavit Deus his qui diligunt illum, nec 
oculus vidit, nec auris audivit, nec cor hominis, aut mens ipſa percepit, 
qualis & quant us eff ille ipſe, qui hec repromittit, ad que intelligenda 
& mens hominis & natura 4 ei. 

This is one note by which it is known not to be Tertullian s wri- 
ting, becauſe Tertullian groſly erred in making God too like the 
creature, as is well known. | 


— ——_— 
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The like paſſages you may reade, i Ruffini Eæxpoſit. in Symboluns 
Apoſtolor, Sect. 4, 5, 6, 8. with ſeveral difficulcies propoſed in things 
about our felves, to convince us of our ignorance. 


— 
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Author de Cardinalibus operibus Chriſti inter opera Cypriani 
Prolog. F. 3. p. 482. 

Nec patitur ad liquidum ſe uideri Divinitas, quam utiq; inveſtiga- 
tio, fidelis aliquo modo adorat vel ſentit : ſed puram ej us eſſentiam nec 
conſpicit, nec comprehendit : Affirmatio quippe de Dei eſſentia in 
prompts haberi non poteſt ; ucq; enim deſinibilis eſt Divinitas; ſed. 
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veͤrius fncerinſq; rematdo inditat, negando quid non fit, quam A ſſeren- 
do quid fit.  Quoniam \quicgaid ſenfui ſubjacet, illud eſſe non peteft 
yu omnem ſuperat intelletlum. Quirquid audiri, vel videri vel 
ciri poteſt, non convenit majeſtars ; hebes eſt in hac conſideratione omnis 
acies ſenſuum & caligat aſpectlus.— p.483.Y.8. Et utinam me ip- 
ſum cognoſcam & ſciam! Nuod ſi anime mee que corporis mei obtinet 
principati m, nec originem ſcio, nec metior quantitatem, nec qualis ſit 
intueri n flcio, ſi ignota eſt mihi ratio quare ipſa delectetur in corpore 
perſecatore ſus, & c. patienter me ferre oportet fi operatorem uni ver ſitatis 
von intelligo, qui in minimis operationum ſuarum particulis meam pre- 
fiteor cæcitatem. 
Reade the reſt of that Prologue excellently ſhewing how far God 
15 known, and how far not. 
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Synefius de Regno, pag. &, 9. Edit. Petavianæ. 

Nuilum unquam nomen indentum eſt qucd Dei naturam aſſequere- 
tur, fed cum ab ea exprimenda kemines aberrarent, per ea que ab illo 
fiebant, ipſum attingere conan ſunt ; ſive ergo Patrem , conditorem, 
ſive aliud quidpiam di xeris, five Principium, ſive cauſam, hæc enmia 
reſpectus quidam ſunt, & ad ea quæ ab illo oriuntur cemparntiones. 
Eodem modo Regem fi appeil is ab iis quorum Rex eſt, non a propria per- 
ſona nittyram illus apprehendere cenuberts. Vento jam ad reliqua ejus 
nowmina, &c. Benum utiq, Deum emnes, tam ſapientes quam imperiti 
bomines ubiq; celebrant, &c. Nendum tamen hec ip/am Bonum quan- 
tum vis extra contextionem poſitum, Dei in natura ſua ſtabilitatem de- 
clarat: ex its vero que peſttrisra ſunt cerregatur. Nec enim Boni no- 
men, abſolutum quid auribus ſenat, ſed illi Benum quirum effcax eſt, 
qniqz eo frus — Vide reliq. ib. 
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Cyrillus, Hiereſel. Catecheſ. 6. pag. 46, 47,48. is large on this. 
Dicimns non que oportet de Deo; nam ei ſoli kec nota ſunt : Sed qua 
pro ſuo modulo capere natura li mana poteft, & que imbecillitas noſtra 
Ferre valet. Non enim Quid fit Deus exponimus : Nam candide nos 
accuratam de eo cognitionem nen habere confiremur. © nam ignorantiam 
niticnem profitemur.o—— At aicet 


apnoſcentes , magnam de Deo cu 
fbr. Si 3 nequit is Divina, quid eſt qued tu de 


is enarras ? & c. Lande Deminum decorare , non exprimere verbis 
aggredior, cc. Quid igitur, dicet aliquis, nenne ſcriptum eſt quod 
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e celirum v ident ſemper faciem patris mei qui in cælu et? Ar 
vident Angeli non ſicut Deus eſt, ſed quatenus ipſi capere poſſunt, &c. 
Cum igitur Angeli neſciant, nullus hums (nam erubeſcat inſcitium, &. 
ernorantiam. confiters, tum ego qui nunc loquor, tum omnes omnium 
temporum ſumines. Quin etiam quomodo enunciare non paſſumus c 
Nam quomodo polſem eum verbis exprimere, qui ipſe dedit ut wer- 
ba, promam Ego qui eAnimam habeo nec ejus formam linta- 
mentave. poſſum exprimere , quomodo conſervatorem anime enunciare 
potero? ; 
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Cyrillus Alexandr. To. I. Theſaur. li. I L. c. I. Eſpecially near the end, 
is full for the ſame as the former cited Authors, as he doth in divers 
other places. And in Commentary on Fohn among Cyrill's Works, 
but indeed Clictoveus, it is frequent. As Ji. I. c. 13. Nam quemadmodum 
quamvis nullus novit quidaam ſecundum naturam Deus ſit, fuſtifica- 
tur tamen per fidem quum credat præmia illum redditurum querentibus 
eum: ſic etſi operum e jus rationem ignorat, quum tamen fige omnia ill um 
poſſe non dubitet, won contemnenda tamen probitatis hujus premia con- 
ſequetur. N | 40 dun e 

And li. . c. 34. Sed nullus nature Deitatis capax autellectus eſt. 
Ac ideo furioſus oft qui audet temeraria ſcrutatione rimari quiduam 
Deus ſecundum naturam eſt, Vmbrus tamen & enigmatibus ut in 

» ſpecmlo, &c. | > | 
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Auguſtin. de Trinitat. reproves three ſorts of Errours about 
God, in the entrance, 16.1. cap.1. 1. Thoſe that judge of 1592 
tual things by corporeal. The ſecond is thoſe Qui. ſecundum hu- 
mani animi naturam vel affectum de Deo ſentiunt, ſiquid ſentiunt. 
3, Thoſe that do indeed endeavour to tranſcend the mutable crea- 
. ture that they may raiſe their intention to God, ſed mortalitatis 
3 onere prægravati, cum & videri volunt ſcire quod neſciunt, & quod 
2 volunt ſcire non poſſunt, preſumptiones opinionum ſuarum audac ius 
. affirmando, intercludunt ſibimet intelligentiæ vias, wats eligentes ſen- 
tentiam ſuam non corrigere perverſam, quam mutare defenſam, &c.— 
Que vero proprie de Deo dicuntur, quanquam in nulla creatura inve- 


. , 


niuntur, Varo ponit Scriptura Divina, &c. . | 
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Clemens 
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Clemens Alexandr, Stromat./i.5. commends Plato for ſaying that 

God cannot be expreſſed by words, as agreeing with Scripture z and 

himſelf addeth that he is neither Genus, Species, differentia, indivi- X 
duum, numerus, accidens, nec cui aliquid accidit, totum, pars, &c. 
Et ideo eſt fignre expers, & quod nominari non pateſt. Et f aliquands 
eum nominemus, non proprie vncanter aur Daum, aut Bonum, aut 
Mentem, aut ipſum id quad eſt, aut Patrem, aut Deum, aut Crea- 
torem, aut Dominum : nos id dicimus tanquam nomen ejus proferen- 
tes, [ed propter ejus poteſtatem pulchris utimur mmivi bus, ut in alin 
non aberrans , bu inniti poſſit cogitatio, & c. I uſe Hervetus tran- 
flation. 41 


16 
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Irenæus Ji. 2. cap. 16. 8 
Eft autem & ſuper hæc & propter hac inenarrabili : ſenſi enim 
capax omnium bene & recte dicetur, ſed non ſimilis hominum ſenſu + 
Et lumen rettiſſime dicetur; ſed nibsl ſmile ei, quod et ſecandum 
nos lumini. Si autem eſt in reli quis hominibus, vulli ſimilis erit mum 
pater hominum puſilitati: & dicitur quidem ſecundum hec propter 
dilectionem, ſentitur autem ſuper hec ſecundum magnitudinem. 


W 
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Juſtin Martyr Ferm. ad Gent. exhort. x 
Intellexit (Plato) Deum non indicaſſe illi (Moſi) nomen ſuum pro- 

ium. Nullum enim poteſ Deo con venire propre. 2 
Idem Apolog. 1. Pro Chriſtian. Univerſorum Pater nullum nomen 
babet inditum : Pater enim, Deus, Creator, Dominus, Herus, non ne. 
mina ſunt, ſed a beneſicentia deſumpta vocabula, &c. Sicut & Dei 
vocabulum non tam nomen eft, quam int narrabilis res hominib us hinata 
pH. LP EFT 25037 41 METH? ä 
e Idem Apel. 2. 2us enim poteſt dicere quidnam ſit nomen ineffabile ? 


| quod nemo niſi deplorate inſauus preferre tentarer: 
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| 1700 , VOOR OM AAAS TIRED My 
- I conclude from all this, that either it is certain that Inrelligerd. 
Velle, A mare, Int auderr, &c. ute not ſpoken of God Properly, or 
by Analogy of Attribution (as they ſpeak) or at leaſt, that it is ut- 
terly uncertain to us, whether it be ſo or not: But that we muſt 
„ l - B ule - 
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uſe both theſe and lower notions of God, from the glaſs of mans 
nature and actions, ſtill confeſſing the Impropriety in all, and that 
we have no poſitiye formall appre on of the thing ex- 
preſſed. (viz. God and his acts) but only a general apprehenſion 
that ic is lomewhat which is beſt repreſented to us in the glaſs of theſe 
metaphorical Notions, which contain as great a likeneſs to the thing 
it ſelf as we are now capable of reaching; and upon theſe confide- 
ratious we muſt ſtick cloſe to the Scripture phraſe which conde- 
ſcendeth ſo low in ſpeaking of God; and not hearken to the un- 
proved fancies of Schoolmen, that tell us 7hw ef is preperly in 
God, as implying no imperfection, and That « not ſeeing all 
humane acts do contain imperfection in their very formal! na- 
ture. | | | 
As Salvian de Provid. li-3. p.62,63. faith, ſo, 4 fortiore, do I: 
Neſcio ſecretum, & conſilium Di vinitatis ignoro. Snfficit mihi ad 
cauſæ hujus probat nem dicti cæleſtis oraculum. Si ſcire vis quid te- 
nendum ſit, habes literas ſacras : perfetta ratio eft hoc tenere quod 
le geri. Lua cauſa autem Deus hec de quibus loquimur, ita faciat, 
nale 4 me requiras. Homo ſum, non intelligo ſecreta Dei ; inveſti- 
gare non audte, & ideo etiam attentare formide : quia & hoc ipſum 
genus quaſs ſacrilege temeritatis eſt, ſi plus ſcire cupias, quam 
ſinaris, &c. Sicut enim plus eſt Deus quam omnu ratio humana, 
fie plus mihi debet eſſe quam ratio, quod a Deo agi cuntta cog- 
noſco. 
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Toe a pvotus Ths hehe i ug Bec, ſaith Afacarins Homil. 7. 
Neg; enim Natura Divine eſt Anima( therefore Intellection and vo- 
lition are not the Divine Nature) -neq; Nature tenobrarum malitiæ; 
ſed eſt quid creatum ſemſibile, wifibile, inſigne & admirandum, arque 
elegans fimilitudo & jog Dei. | Intellection and Volition are in 
their natures comprehenſible, but that which in God we call Intel- 
lection and Volition is incomprehenſi ble, and not to be formally 
-underſtood. Quis enim poteſt capere u fit Deus? ( ſaith The- 
ophylaf in Luc. 12.) & manifeſtum of ex Seraphin, qui ſe obtegunt 
2 excelentiam Divini luminis. Which is as true of Gods Eſ- 

nce as his Greatneſs: and as true is it of formall proper intelle- 
ction, as Minutius Felix ſaith of Viſion, Deum oculis carnalibus 
vis videre, cum ipſam animam tuam qua vivificarss & loqueris, net 
aſpicere poſſis, nec tueri £ | FIC 


Epiphe- 


* 
— 
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tt. 
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Epiphanius diſputing againſt thoſe honeſt Hereticks, called the 
Anudians ( caſt out of the Church by the Biſhops for their w_—_ 
and at laſt baniſhed.) Hereſ. 70. pag. 815,816. ſpeaking agai 
thoſe that placed the of God in the Soul only (us the Aadiaur 
did place it in the Body) becayſe, ſay they, the ſon! is Invifible, and 
bach the Power of Acting, Moving, S bog - 
and therefore contains the Image of God, he reth, Thar 
Ulf therefore the ſoul be ſaid to be made to (Gods) Image, it can- 
not be ſaid to be made after his Image at all: 5 f 9185 imer fuer 
er, e, 8c. Deus enim Infinitis pre anima partibus e0q; ampling, 
comprehenſionem omnem ac cogitationem effugit, &c. Tpſe enim cum 
omnia comprehendit, tum a nullo comprebenditur.] And after [_Spi-- 
ritus enim Drus eft = omnem ſpiritum exuperat, & lux luce omni pre- 
fhantior. Duicquid enim ab ipſo conditam eft, infra illins decus & Cle 
riam eft. Sola vero Trinitas comprehends nou poteſt, & infinitaxs 
quandem x loriam obtinet, The nec conjettura capitur, nec Intelligen- 
tid percip u. 5 14 k s 4 f OO» 


I conclude with the words of Colvius in Beverovic. de Terming 
Vite, pag. 160, 163, 164. | Nox Intelligitis quamodo Intelli gat, 
centum & 7 mos facitis & neſcitis quomodo: & vultis Intelligere 
quomoab ille Intelligit qui eft ſupra omnem inteilettum ? &c. ] [ Qua ſi 
exigua hæc & contemptibilia nature penetrare non poteſt humani ingenii 
acies, annon eft extreme impudentie nos velle pertingere ad ipſam Di- 
vinam efſentiam ? Yue off des. doeat in ſeipſa, nobis 
vero «xg|anmiCr, dyugs, x; vmnegyurs, c. Non terminatur viſu, uon 
tenetur tectu, non ſentitur inceſſu, non comprehenditur Intellectu; 


Major omni corde, major omni laude. Novi homines, bulle naſcen- 


tes & evaneſcentes, &c. exhaurire vultis mare vaſculo ? terram metiri 
palmo ? &c. Furor eſt cogitare homuncionem videre Det fines, qui ſuot 
non videt, Deum velle metiri qui ſuam menſuram ignorat, ut capiat 
ivinitatis terminos quos non capit ipſe mundus; cujus vix Imago eff 
ſpiritus, cujus umbra mundus, judicia abyſſus. Deum laudare omnes 
peſſumaus & debemus, definire nemo poteſt: Nan poteſt Deus queri 
umm; inveniri nunquam poteſt, digne ipſum eſtimamus cum ineſti- 
mabilem confiterur : digne laudamus cum pre ſtupore animi in ſilentio 
ipſum adoramm ; . poteſt voluntate, comprehendi non poteſt 
3 2 intel- 


* 


intellectu. Major eſt ipſins Incomprehenſubilitas quam comprehenderc 
umus Mon ita capit eum arguta ſcientia, quam illum ſentit & 


uſtat munda conſcientia: Melixe nos docet eum Unctio quam crudi- 
tie. Hoc eſt illad manna abſconditum, quod ipſe dat timentibus ipſum, 
von autem ius qui in arcana illius temere involant. Et ideirco veniunt 
indocti & qui Deum ſumma cum re verentia colunt, & rapiunt reguum 
cælorum; interim acutiſſima & ſuperbiſſima ingenia evaneſcunt, in 
propriis ſubtilitatibus, & merguntur in infernum: loqui volentes de 
prefundis merſi ſunt in prefundis.— Quoc irca optime bonas horas collo= 
cant, qui veritatem ſummo ſt udio querunt : Sed peſſime judicant qui ſe 
iam inveniſſe put ant. -Deſino, & dico cum Hilario, qued non per 
difficiles quæſtiones ad vitam beatam nos ducat Deus. | 


— 
n. —EE——_ 


The Lord repair by Love, Humility and Holy Obedience, the 
ruines that have long been made in his Church, by Contention, 
Pride, and unſanctified- preſumptuous· ignorant-Learning, and re- 


1 


duce men to the Scripture ſimplicity of Doctrine, and convince them 


that their vermuch Wiſdom is but Folly, and all their over-doing but 
undoing. , — "age 
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The Prologue to M. K. 
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Sg. 1. 


Hough I would not have you reſtrained from revealing 
Truth, yet if I had been worthy to have been of your 
counſell, I ſhoald have adviſed you to have ayoided 
this quarrelſom way, Our world hath Contention e- 
nough already; and it comes not from ſo good a root 
(Prov,:3.10.) nor is it ſo good a ſymptom, nor doth 
it produce ſuch lovely effects ( Prov. 22. 10. & 17.19, 
>} - & 29.21.) nor doth it bring Io good a name (Prov. 
21.24.) as may make it ſcem deſirable in my eyes. 
Had you conſulted Solomon himſelf, he would have bid 
you [ Strive not with 4 man without a cauſe, if he have done thee no harm, Þcov.3.30.] 
and [Go not forth haſtily to ſtrive, leſt thou know not what to do in the end thereof, when 
thy neig hbour hath put thee to ſhame, 25.8.) for [ The beginning of ſtrife is as when one 
letteth ous water : therefore leaus off contention before it be medled with, 17.14.) It 
ſeems a ſtrange thing to me, that you could finde no man to deal with in the main 
Controverſie here choſen out, that was indeed againſt you, but that you muſt make 
to your (elf, an adverſary of one that you confels doth not once deny your Con- 
cluhon, Uanlcſs it be becauſe you are likely with ſuch a one to have the eaſie 
conflict. But then you ſhould have remembred, that the Victory will be as ſmall. 
Ipretend not to ſuch a piercing knowledge, nor to ſuch acquaintance in the invi- 
ſible regions, as ro determine infallibly of what Province or Degree, of what qua- 
lity, albus an atcr, that ſpirit was tha: raiſed the ſtorm of your Paſſions, or to know 
exactly his name and firname that animated theſe your lines: But ſeeing you are 
pleaſed to chooſe me for your adverſary, I mult defire you to bear with me if 1 
[peak ſomerime leſs pleaſingly; and to ule what patience you have left, as knows ' 
ing you have drawn this trouble upon your ſelf. And whereas you pur me on Aa 
double imployment : one to defend the Truth; and the other to defend my felt 5 
ſo I perform the firſt ſucceſsfully, I hope I may be excuſed if I be more negligent 
in the later 3 yea if I give you the day, and freely confeſs as much ignorance as 
you charge me with, Its true that I have not the Titles or Robes of Honour, and 
aslitcle deſerve them, as you here expreſs. A mi gut I be ſure that I have right 
to 


ro that farre better Title ( of piety) which you are pleaſed to beſtow on me, I 
could eaſily allow "ou the other. I remember the —— the old Chriſtians 
by dum Falir, No gle babitu ſapiemiam, fed mente praferimme ; nan ei 
m magna, fed vivimms: gloriaitur nos „Ae. ſamma comentione queſ- 
verum, nec invenire potnermm.] And that of Miranduls [ F alicitatem philoſophia qua- 
Yit, Theologia invenit, Religio peſadet.] And to contend for the reputation of being 
Learned, I fhall ſcarce think is worth my labour, till I have higher his of the 
prize. Mens thoughts and words area poor felicity. Applanſe is ſuch an 18 
nanriſſtmem, that ſee few Thrive by: (though I muſt confeſs that fm teʒ as we 
as in others, the unreaſonable fin of pride is daily ſtirring, and convincing me by 
experience that it is mortified but in part.) O that I may have the honour of be- 
ing a member of Chriſt, and then I can ſpare the vain glory of the world! Vera ibi 
gloria erit, ubi laudam is nec errore quiſquam, nee adulatione landabitur : Verus honor 
qui nulli vegabitur digno ; nulli deferetur indigno : ſed nec ad eum ambiget ullus indignus, 
abi nullus permittetur eſſe niſi dignus : (aith Auflin, de Ciuit. Dei, Ii ult. cap.ult. Only 
I muſt crave this of the Reader, that my confeſſed weaknels be no prejudice to 
Gods truth: and that he will not judge of the cauſe by the perſon, nor take the 
name or perſon for a fault; which is the thing that the ancient Chriſtians did ſo 
deprecate of the Pagans, and therefore I hope every Chriſtian will grant. And 
1 muſt alſo defire that want of ſmooth and pleafing words may nor be judged the 
want of truth. Eimvero diſſoluii eſt pectori in rebus ſeriis quærere valupt tem, & cum 
tibi fot ratio cum male ſe babentibus atque agris, ſonss auribus infindert dulciores, non 
medicinem vuluertbns admovere : inquit | Arnobius E. 1. adv, gent. p.49. I conteſs I 
do deeply compaſſionate ordinary Chriſtians, when T think what à bard thing ic 
is for them to diſcern the trurh, among all the ſmooth words and plauſible argu- 
ments of Learned contenders. Uſaally they think every mans tale good, till they 
hear the other; and then they think it bad: and at laſt when they (ce what fair 
gloſſes a Learned man can put on the worſt cauſe, they are ready to run into the 
other extream, and to believe or regard nothing that they ſay. As Minutizs Falix 
ſaith, LAliius moveur de toto genere diſp utands : quod plerumqʒ pro diſſerentium viribus 
& eloquentiæ poteſtate, etiam perſpicuæ veritati conditio mutetur, Id accidere pernorum 
eñ auditorum facilitate, qui dum verborum lexocinio a rerum imentionibus avocantur, fine 
delectu aſſemiuntur dict is omnibus, nec æ recti falſa ſecerment, neſciemes meſffe & in in- 
credibili verum, & in veriſomili mendacium. Itaque qus ſapins aſSevernionrbns credunt, 
es frequentins a peritioribm arguuntur : fic aſſi due remeritate derepti, culpam judicit tranf- 
ferum ad incerti querelam, ut damnatis omnibus malins univerſa ſuſpendere, quam de 
fillacibus judicare.] But ler ſuch at leaſt hold faſt the Foundation, and remember 
that we are all agreed in that. 

The Reader that I expect ſhould profit by theſe Writings, mult neither be u: 
rerly unearned, nor ſo learned as your (elf, For the former are not yet capable of 
it ; and the later are beyond it, and will hardly learn from any but the more learn- 
ed. It is the younger ſort of Students whole edification I inrend : who are neither 
quite above, nor below my inſtructions; nor ſo engaged to a Party or Opinion, 
bur that their mindes lye open to any evidence of Truth, Præventas Enim falſa 
opimonis errore humans audits, ad veri rationem percipiendam, durm & perdifficilis 
invenitur, quanttfcunque teſtibus urgearur, Mavult enim pravi Aogmatis ſententiam , que 
ſemel gelle, ef, perverſus vind icare, quam hanc eandem tantis diuinarum bumanarumg; 
legum aut horitatibus refunat am ſalubrias immutere :. inquis Vigilius contra Eutich. li. i. 


io. 
Laſtly, 


+. Laftly, If you ſhould be in the flghr and L in the wrong in any one Pilots 
phical Conrorerſe, Ten LO Ht rhe Rina Ui not in any one Philoſo- 


va ate right in yout Theology.” And I could with that you had ſo mean — 2 
of your Philoſophy,' as that: yu might at bud Fout" Theology on ic too much ; 


nor think much the better of your Writings, or of your (elf. For doubtleſs when 
the Canon of a Council forbad the reading of Heathens Books, theſe things were 
not ſo highly valued as now. I approve not of that extream neither: bur ſhall 
conclude with that ſerious 1 of Abenagaras (Lega per C briſtian. p. 1314.) 
Tires i; of 183 ovnogrettbls αά̈νM/ xa mes ee , % Tas 
oi, ov, 1 M. T4 Sb xg) c, du N Nep. * #4. 
fun vu, x83 1 eier, 1971312 xamigopoburyer, culiiuora; amilenciy, 
Net ü A N Jertroy xbyuy ymogoubri 383 (vienes vg Ce Supper 
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§. 2. | 

Pag. 133. Mr . 8 
Fo the fuller opening of ihis particular, I will be content to wg yay Digreſ ion from 
your Book, and to ſhew 1. That there can be no new immanent act in God, againſt M* 
Baxter. 2. That there is ſomewhat like Fuſtification in that immanent a# of God, where- 
by he decrees from eternity to juſtifie and condemu men. And 2. that yet ihn immanent 
aft cannot be ftiled ꝓuſtiſſcation; nor iu it meaut ſo by Dr. Twiſſe or Ar. Pemble 
that I know z and ſo that Fuſtification is not from eternity: and then I ſhall return to 
you, &c. | „ 
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S. 2, 

R. * Digreſſion, methinłs, is very ſudden, and the occaſion to a ſtranger 

hardly diſcernable : Its like it was the uncouth 2 of ſome ruling 
wighr of another Orb, which made upon your intellect that ſtrange impreſſion, 
which cauſed you to reel thus out of your way, and lead you unhappily into rhis 
private path, or rather bewildred you in this Maze where we now finde you. Bur 
whoever led you in, charity commands me to do my part to help you our, or ac 
leaſt ro warn others that they do not follow you. 

1. As to yout firſt undertaking, T confeſs it was very ingenuouſly done, to (ay, 
You will do it [againſt Me. Baxter] and not [againſt his doctrine or opinion, ] 
acknowledging afrerwards that I deny not your Concluſion. But I am ub 
to Diſpute againtt Doctrines, and not Perſons : and therefore will give you the 
better in this. 

2. Your ſecond undertaking is more admirable then the firſt, For I have mer 
with ſome befides you that dare adventure on the former, but never man that durſt 
attempt the later. Is it not enough for you to prove Gods Decree of juſtifying 
to have ſomewhat like Juſtification ? but you muſt alſo prove, that the Decree 
both to juſtifie and condemn, hath ſomew has like Juſtification ? If the Decree. to 
condemn a man have ſomewhar like jaitifying him, then the Decree to rorment 
him in hell hath ſome what like glorifying him: and the Decree to kill, hach 
ſomething in it like quickening him. You muſt fly to ſome general point ot f- 
militude, or to the Lord Brookes do@rine, that all things are One, to make this 
good, But if it were but your overſight, _ L hope hereafter you will be more 

9 2 com- 


= - 


| 149 ” 
compaſſionate to your Brethren, and no mere ſo folemnly call men to [ ſee the 
hand of heaven, in the pompous diſplay of their folly, to appear moſt ridiculous 3 
and to adore the hand of God in infatuating their parrs,@c.] as you do by Mr. 
Goodwin for a ſmaller miſtake then yours. Alas what man ſo Learned and accu- 
rate, as to be free from all overſights. 

3. But indeed Sir I cannot ſo eaſily excuſe your next errour, annexed ta the 
third part of your undertaken-rask 3 where you ſay [ Nor is it ſo meant by Dr. 
Twiſs or Mr. Pemble that I know.) What is it that is not ſo meant by them ? Why 
that this Immanent act can be ſtiled Juſtification. You have boldly ventured to 
write thus: and I will be bold to try how well, Either its true, or not true that 
they ſo meant: If true, and undeniably apparent in the Writings of one of them, 
if ndt both; and oft repeated by him, and yet Mr. K. knoweth it not, why then 
he doth not only write before he knows, and Vindicate men before he underſtand 
whether they are guilty or innocent, but makes it the great motive of his underta- 
king, as [vor having the patience to ſee ſo worthy Divines ſo unworthily hand- 
led.] It in the midſt of his imparience he knew not this, then it ſeems J am not 
alone ignorant of the bulineſs that I meddle with. But T will lay it open to the 
Judgement ef the Reader, 'wherher the thing be true or falſe ? and whether you 
might not with leſs learning have known this if you would ? and ous ht not to have 
known the cauſe before ſo zealous a Vindication. 

Dr Twiß Find. Grat. li. 1. part 2. 5. 25. p. (vol. miꝝ) 272,273. Sic ſcribit [ Omuis 
actualis uſlificatio eſt juſtiſicatio, & omn juſtificatio ſimpliciter dicta congruenter ex- 
ponenda eft de juſtificatione actuali. Nam Analogum per ſe paſitum ſtat pro ſamoſiori 
Penificato.] [ Sed libet his pauliſpᷣer immorari. <Quznam erit illa peccarorum Remiſſio 
que fi dem conſequetur ; & quam oporteat Spiritus ſancte acceptam referre? Remiſſis 
enim peccatorum, ſi quidditatem inſpicias, nihil aliud eſt quam aut Punitionis N egatio, 
aut Volitionis puniendi negatio. Si ergo peccata Remittere, nibil aliud quam nolle punire. 
As hoc volle punire, ut act us immanens in Deo, fuit ab æterno, nec fidem conſequitur, &c. 
uod vero operatione Spiritus ſanct᷑i nobis ex hac parte, per fidem contingit, aliud eſſe 

non poteſt quam ſenſus gratiæ Dei, & c. Quare ſiquid morte ſua 
Are not Chriſts, nobis impetrat ¶ hriſtus, quod ad peccatorum noſtrorum Remiſf io- 
Merits and the nem attineat, ſenſum * un amoris Divini peccata noſtra remit- 
Spirirs gifts here tem, nobis impetret neceſſe eſt. Et pag. 279. c. 1. [Nam juſtitia 
highly honoured? Chriſti dicitur nobis imputari, & merita ipſius nobis applicari per 

fidem, non coram Deo, ſed apud conſcientias noſtras : quatenus per 
dem generatur in cordibus noſtris ſenſm & agnitio huj us ſalut aris applicationis ex amore 
Dei quem ex fide guſtamus; & p iritualiter — nos juſtificamem, & in filios ſuos 
adoptamem, ex quo naſcitur pax conſcientia. Quare ante ſ dem bac Chriſti juſtitia no- 
ſtra fuit, quatenus ex intentione Dei patr & Chriſti mediatoris pro nobis praſtita, &c. 
Sed advenicute fide quam in cordibus noſtris Sp ſanctus accendit, tum demum ag noſcitur 
& percipitur hic amor Dei erga nos in Chriſto Feſu. unde dicitur juſtitia Chriſti imputari 
nobis per fidem, quia non niſi per fidem dignoſcitur a Deo nobis imputari : & tum demum 
juſtificari dicimur ejus generis juſt ificatione, atq; abſolatione a peccatks neſtris, qua pacem 
ingenerat conſcientits noſtris. Hoc autem duo bus argumentis confirmo, 1. <Yuia per ju- 
ſtitiam Chriſti non modo aſfequimur remiſionem peccatorum, ſed & fi dem ipſam, atq; re- 
ſupiſcentiam, hoc eſt, cordis circumcifionem, Eph. 1.3. ergo etiam ame fidem & reſipi- 
ſcemiam applicatur nobis juſtitia ¶ hriſti, utpote propter quam gratiam aſSequimur eſſica- 
cem ad credendum in Chriſlum & ageudum pænitentiam. Alterum eſt, quia juſt i ficatio 
& abſolutio, prow fiznificant actum divine volumatis immanentem, ſunt 4b aterns. 
u nin 
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uuia autem voluntati notificatio externa, per modum abſelutionj; cujuſdem judiciath & 

forenſis, qua fit per verbum & ſpiritum, pro tribunali c hac eſt 

lla juſtitiæ Chriſti imputatio, iremg; juſtificatio & remiſſio que abſolutio qua filem 

conſequmur.] Et cem. præfat. p. 18. b. Extra comriverſiam eſt remiſſionem peccatorum 

prout eſt act us in Deo immanent antecedere noſtram fidem & refipiſcentiam : Nob vero 

Ped per fidem iunoteſcit, cuj us etiam fiducia multo adhuc confirmatior evadit per re« 
iſcemiam.] ; : 

Lib.1. Part.2. p.272. [ 5 vero & Reconciliationem pro codem habeyi 
ab eArminio ( quod & verum eſt) &c. And he oft maintaineth the eternity of Re- 
conciliation, | | | 

Lib. 2. P. 2. pag.434. L Ergo etiam ante fidem Deus nobis retonciliatus oft : ne 
enim niſi jam reconciliats & propitins gratificatur nobis fidem. Quid quod remiſſio 
peccatorum & aeceptatio nofiri, Non niſi actus internos & immanentes in Des no- 
tant : cujus generis actiones non ſuboriumur Deo de rovo.] Lege ult. & poflen [ Fuxta 
iſt diſtinguere poterimus de reconciliatione dupliciter d ita: Nam & Deus reconciliavit 
nos fabi in Chriſto quoad rei veritatem : & in miniſtris ſuis poſuit verbum reconciliationis, 
quoad cjuſde m prætioſæ veritatis cvidemiam & manifeſtationem. Sic cum inimici eſſemns 
dicimur reconciliati fuiſſe Deo quoad rci veritatem : quod tamen nou niſi per Evangelij 
prædicat ionem fit quead ejuſdem veritatis pateſactionem & ſalutarem communicatienem. ] 
Et p. 433. [ At Arminius applicationcm remiſſionis peccatorum, ita interpretari videtur, 
ut per applicationem fiat, & jam quaſs de novo eſſe incipiat: quaſi vero non requiratur, 
ut jam antea exiſtat quod applicandum eft. Nobis vero fic inſtituendum videtur. Chriſtus 
morte ſua nobis procurauit redemtionem 4 peccatis, cum Deo reconciliationem, & pecca- 
torum omnium remiſſionem ; que quidem per pradicationem Evangelij & per fidem, notis 
applicamur, non ut int, ſed ut nobis inuoteſcant. Nam rationem emnem ſuperat quomodo 
applicari poſſis illud quod nondum eſt, & c.] Pag. 434. Noſtra vero interpretatio ſuc pro- 
cedit : Chriſtus nobis acquiſivit morte ſua redemptionem efficacem & aftualem, id ct, 
actualem peccatorum remiſſionem, & reconciliationem cum Deo, Applicantur autem iſta 
per prædicationem Evangely, non ut de nevo fiant, ſed ut nobis inroteſcam, & c. At in- 
quies, aflualis Remi ſſis peeatorum eſt ipſa Fuſtificatio: Faſtificatio ſequitur fidem : 
nam fide juſtificamur : crgo nemine peccata remitiumur antequam credat. Reffondes, 
Cum docet Apoſtolus nos fide juſtificari, mhil aliud ex inſtituto docet, quam w0s juftifi- 
cari per ſanguinem Chriſti, frve propter Chriſtum cyucifixum.] And in the Index he 
owns it, that Remiſſio actuali ſt Fuſtificatio : and therefore we may take what he 
ſaith of remiſſion as meant of Juſtification, 

The like Lib.3.pag.18. & lib. 1. p. 2. pag. 272, which we before cited part of 
[Nec ſane occurrit ſpecies aliqua rations, cur reconciliatis cegatur in ordinem cum impe- 
tratione remiſſionis, Fuſftificationis & rcdemptionis, pot ius quam cum actuali Remiſſione, 
Fuſt ificatione & Redemptione.] So that he puts actual Juſtification with Remiſſion 
and Reconciliation. . 

So centra Cervinum fag. 48. Et quid quaſs Adettio eñ quam conſequimur per ſidem i 
Dick eſSe Accettationem Dei. Quid autem eſt / cceptatio ? An non alt us in Deo imma- 
nens? An vcro adus Deo immanc us ſupcrucxit de novo? 

Its undeniable in this that Twiſſe doth not only ⁊ ffirm Remiſſion and Reconci- 
liation'and Adoption to be before we are born, immediatly cn, Chriſts death; 
but alſo to be immanent AQs, and frem Eternity: and tough he be mere ſel- 
dom in thus uſing the word [Juſtificztien] yet he a ffiims Recerciliation and 
Remiſſion ( wkich he ſaith are ticm Etanity ) to be the ſame thing with Juſti- 
heatjon ; yea be cxpreſly entitleth that eternal in manent act Sm 
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And did he only affirm Remiſſian and Adoption and Reconciliation and Acce · 
tation to be immanent acts and from eternity, I beleeve tew.ſober men will think 
ic any better, then to affirm the ſame of Juſtification. Yea he plainly intimates 
2 diſtinction of Juſt ification: one from eternity or from Chriſts death, and the 
other upon our believing : And therefore when he (peaks of ſuſtiſication by faith, 
he cals it [that ſort of Juſtification] intima:inz the other ſort. 
Now for Mr. Pemble, as he expreſly maintains Juſtification in foro Des to be 
lang before we are born, even on Chriſts dying, fo that is all one to aur purpoſe, 
as if he maintained it to be from eternity. Aud it were meet that ſome of you 
ſhould have ſhewed before now, what Tranſient act it is by 
*I pray you Sir which pacticulac ſinners not yet born (and therefore not yet 
remember to do ſinners) are juſtified at Chriſts death“? If it were (as Mr. 
ibi in your next. Pemble intimates, I think) Gods accepting the Price, its 
worth the while to ſhew that to be Temporal and Trankent, 
when Dr. Twiß will have his accepting ef man in Adoption to be immanent and 
eternal: But if you maintain Gods juſtifying act at Chriſts death (whether un- 
dertaken or ſuffered) to be an immanent act, then it muſt be before Chrifts 
death, even eternal too. Mr. Pembles words are, Vind. Gra. p.21. [But with a 
diſtinct ion of Juſtification, 1. In foro Divino, in Gods ſight; and this geeth 
before all our ſanRification, For even whilſt the Elect are unconverted, they 
are then actually jMified and freed from all ſinne by the death of Chriſt : and 
God ſo eſteems of them as free, and having aecepted of that ſatisfaction, is actu- 
ally reconciled to them. By this Juſtification we are freed from the guilt of our 
ſinnes: and becauſe that is done away, God in due time proceeds to give us the 
race of ſan&ikication to free us from finnes corruption, ſtill inherent in our per- 
— 2. In foro conſciemiæ, in out own ſenſe: which is but the Revelation and 
certain Declaration of Gods former ſecret act of accepting Chriſts Righteouſneſs 
to our Juſtiſication.] So pag. 23. he (peaks again of the ſame Juſtification in fare 
Dei, and ſaich, that all the ſianes of the Elect are actually pardoned, the Debt- 
Book croſſed, the hand- writing cancelled, Sc. and that this grand tranſaction 
between God and the Mediator Jeſus Chriſt was concluded on and diſpatcht in 
heaven long before we had any being either in nature or grace.] This phraſe of 
[diſpatching it in heaven] makes me conjectute that it will prove ſome immanent 
act which they call Juſtification at Chriſts death. Lay all this together, and 
judge whether it be true that neither Dc, Twiß nor Mr. Pemble, do mean that the 
immanent act can be ſtiled Juſtification. Oc if it were true, whether Juſtifica- 
tion before we are born, is not an errour fit to be reſiſted. Indeed it is true that 
Me. K. ſaith, that neither Dr. Twiß nor Mr. Pemble did ever mean, that the 
Decree of God from eternity to juſtißke and condemn men, is to be called juſti- 
fication :] For the Decree to condemn men cannot well be called Juſtification 2 
But I believe this being but Mr. R. overſight, he will not make uſe of it to juſtific 
his third Propoſitien. 
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8. 3. 
Mr. R. Digreſſion. P. 1. 
Whom there may be a new immanent Act in God ] To the firſt, By an 
immanent act, we mean ſuch as is terminated in the Agent ; aud not in any thing 
without it. Now that there can be any new imm iuem a# in God, M. Baxter * nos - _ 
| ven- 
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R. B. Hey ſay ofthoſe that are bred ſouldiers and uſed to bloodſhed and Vi- 

Rory, r hat the ſtare muſt make them freſh work and finde them con- 
ſtant imployment; or elſe they will make work and finde imployment for them. 
ſelves, A Polemical Divine much uſed to Diſputations, and thereby to the glory 
and Triumph of Victory, is, as it ſeems by this Learned man, in the ſame caſe, 
Mr. Goodwin found him not work enough, and rather then he would want mere, 
he makes to himſelf an adverſary (for he ſaith, it is againſt Mr. Baxter) which 
here in the beginning he confefſeth, makes not himſelf one, fo much as by a de- 
nial of his Propoſition, or an affirming the contrary. Could you finde never a man 
in the world to deal with, that affirmed that there may be new immanent acts in 
God ? If you could, they had been firter for you to take in hand: For its like, 
they would purpoſely have maintained that affertion with ſome ſhew of reafon : 
If you could not 3 then your doctrine is ſo univerſally teceid ed, that I ſhould 
think it ſhould not need your Arguments now to ſupport it; And then you may 
well conclude, as you do, that you have done little by this Diſpute; if you have 
but leboriouſly maintained thar which no man denies. But it ſeems to me ir was 
fome reaſons ab homine, from the perſon of your choſen- ſeigned adverſary, rather 
then from the cauſe that allured or impelled you to this encounter. 

As you well begin with ſome explication of your ſenſe, ſo will I alſo: and 
the tather ſeeing I have little elſe to do. I defire the Reader therefore to under- 
ſtand this much of my thoughts about the ſubjeR in hand, before I proceed 
further. 0 | | 

1. In gexerall, Tam very ſtrongly perſwaded that ic is one of the greateſt fins 
that a great part of Pious Learned Divines are guilty of, that they audacioufly 
adventure to diſpute and determine unrevealed things; and above all others, about 
the Na: ure and Actions of the Incomprehenſible God, And that this is The very 
thing that hath divided, weakned and ruined the Church, more then any one 
thing, except plain contempt of God: And that it is under the wounds of thefe 
overwiſe mens Learning, that the poor Church hath lain bleeding many hundred 
years, Our Contentions, Envyings, Heart-burnings, by perverſe zeal, and much 
of all our warres and calamit ies, are long of this ſinne in theſe men: Thar as the 
Romiſh Clergy are juſtly eſteemed the greateſt Schiſmaticks on earth, for their 
audacious and unmercifull additions to the Creed, making ſuch a number of new 
Keys which heaven muſt be opened and ſnut by, which God never made: So are 
thoſe zealous Learned men, the cruel dividers of rhe Church, by occafioning our 
contentions, that will with boldneſs pry into things unrevealed, and with confi- 
dence and peremptorineſs determine them, and then with long and ſubtil and fer- 
vent arguings maintain them, and make them ſeem neceflary to the peace of the 
Church, or the ſoundnefs of our faith. Scarce any one thing hat h more fully diſco- 
vered to me the frailty and fearfull pravity of man, then this: To think, that ſo 
filly a worm ſhould be no more acquainted with his own weakneſs, and the infinite 
_ diſtance between God and man; and ſhould ſo confidently think that ge 
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what he doth not know | yea and what he cannot know ? yea and be angry with 
all the world that will not ſay, It's true; and will not believe that he knows whar 
be pretends to know ! If a man ſhould perſwade me that I know how many An- 
gels are in heaven, or how many daies it will be till Chtiſts coming to Judgement, 
one would think it were no hard matter for me to know that I do not know any 
ſuchthing. But if I ſhould perſwade my (elf that I know it, and ſhould expect 
that all others ſhould believe that I know it, and would write Volumes to prove it, 
and count all thoſe ignorant or erroneous that will not believe me, or that will not 
ſay they know it when they do not, as well as I, whether this were the part of a 
man awake and in his wits, let others judge. How much more beyond our reach 
is the unſearchable natute of God, further then he hath revealed himſelf in his 
Works and Word, which, alas, affordeth us but a glimpſe of his backparts. Yea 
the wonder is yet greater that theſe ſame Learned Divines, when they are at a nen- 
plas in their arguing, will plead mans ignorance and incapacity to put off their 
advecſary and blame others for too bold enJuirics aud intruſions into Gods ſe- 
crets: and moſt of our Reformers do ſpeak hardly of the Schoolmen for it (and 
very deſervedly) and yet will not ſee the guilt in themſelves. No man ſpeaks 
more againſt his own natural inclination in this then I dog I feel. as great a deſire 
to Know, and to pry into any thing that others have diſputed, and as much natu- 
rall delight in the reading of the molt audacious ſubtil Diſputers, as others do. I 
was wont to (ay, I could get more out of Aquinas, Scotus, Durandus, and ſuch like 
in a day, then out of many Ancient Fathers, and later Treatiſers, in a monezh. 
But I figde that as defire to know was the beginning of our miſery, ſo is it the 
continuance, Why do men fear themſelves no more, in that. which innocent 
Adam wagundone by? I finde that this bait of 2 things unrevealed, doth 
but entice men into vain hopes, and labours, and ſelf-deluding promiſes, and 
flatter men into a pleaſant loſs of time ( and worſe :) and in the end faileth all 
their expectations: and the Learned Di(puters come off as Adam did, with Gods 
acknowledgement that he was like God in knowing good and evil (Ironically, as 
ſome Divines think 3 or expreſſing his unhappinels plaialy, as others.) Thoſe 
leaves of Bradwardine and Twiſs Vind. and de ſcient, Med, &c. which I was wont 
to reade with longing and delight, I confeſs I look on now with fear; and many 
Learned Schoolmen (ſpecially on the ficſt Book of the Sentences) I read, as I hear 
men (wear or take Gods name lightly in their co nmon talk: even ſeldom, un- 
willingly (looking fog other matter) and wich ho:rour. Yet how ofc doth Dr. 
Twiſſe tell Arminius and De. askcon of the ſinfulneſs, unſafeneſs and uncertainty 
of departing from the Scrip:uces in theſe hizh things, about the Nature and De- 
crees of Gad ? And what Bradwardine excellently (aith, I defire the Reader to 
ſee in him, de (auſi Dei, l. 1. c. 1. corol 32. But eſpecially I defire the Reader to 
peruſe that excellent Epiſtle ef Cl ius in Beverovicius de Termino Vita; which 
contains what I have àa minde further to have (aid of this: with Gibieuf's firlt 
Chapt, de Libertate Dei (lib. 2. de lib.) which ſhews how far God is above all our 
higheſt names and notions: and that Des 45 illis Liber ef: with much more a- 
gainſt the Doct- ine that I oppole, See alſo Card. Contarenus de officio Epi ſcopi, ope- 
rum p.410, 411. and what he cite h out of Diouyſizs, And I intreat you to reade 
leriouſly that notable paſſige, 1 Tim. 6. 3, 4,5. where pride is ſhewed to be the 
root, and ſuppoſed knowledge ſaid to be bat Doting, and they are ſaid to 
know nothing, that thought they knew moſt, and the lad effects of all are ma- 
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wherewich the Deminicans 
and Jeſvires, the Arminians and Antiarminians have Learnedly troubled the 
world, are guilty in part, of this hainous ſinne before mentioned: and that theſe 

great Doctors do dicpute for themoſt part of they know not What. I confeſs its 
uſual wich men that know little themſel ves, to think that others know as little, and 
to meaſure the knowledge of other men by their own : and ſo its 25 I may 
undervalue the Learning of theſe men, becauſe having none my ſelf, I cannot un- 
derſtand the largeneſs of their capacities, and ſublimity of their ſpeculations. - 
However I am (ure I am wiſer righter in one point then I was: For when I 
ſteeped my eng in their ſpeculations, and was my ſelf of the ſame expreſs opi- 
nion with one of the parties, I thought that I begun to grow ſomewhat wiſe my 
ſelf ; but now I know I was deceived, and it was my folly, and that I knew not 
what I thought I knew. And though I will be bolder to hefool ſuch a one as m 
ſelf, then men of ſach ſublime incomprehenſible knowledge yer its my opinion 
that they are but men; and what a man is though I do nor yet fully know, yet T 
am daily both ſtudying and trying: and experience which i; the teacher of Grols, 
hath taught me this much of him; that he is no Deity 5 nor one of the Inteſligen- 
ces that moveth or comprehendeth the orbs; that the wiſeſt are not ſo wiſe as 
they would ſeem, or as they imagine themſelves; that all their conceptions which 
—— judge ſo comprehenſive are comprehended in the compaſs of a narrow skull, 
and there lodged in a puddle of ſuch brains, and humours, that a little knock if 
it hit right. may make the wiſeſt man an Ideot, and drive out all that profound 
Learning which M*K. thinks is ſo near kin to the knowledge of God. I confeſs 
of late I have accuſtomed my ſelf ro ſuch mean though s of man and bis imagina- 
tions, and ſuck high thoughts of God, that I reade many of the profaundeſt 
School Divines (whom yet in ſome reſpe&3 I honour) as I hear children diſ- 
courling of State matters, or Theology; or as if I heard two diſputing in their 
fleep. The Serpent hath beguiled us as be did Eve, by drawing us from the ſim- 
plicity that is in Chriſt, Vain Philoſophy hath been the bait to deceive the 
Church: And ſo we are judiciouſly broken in pieces and ruined 3 and have learn- 
ed to our coſt to know good and evil. I think there is no hope of the Churches 
recovery but by returning to the primitive Chriſtian ſimplicity; and uſing Ari- 

otle as a help in Naturals, but not preferring him before Chriſt in the teaching 
of the bigheſt ſpecularions of Theology, as if we muſt go learn Gods nature of 
— — where Chriſt leaveth us at a loſs, When thoſe Learned men, who 
proteſſing themſelves wiſe became ſhall become tools that they may be wiſe, 
and come quite back again to their cognoſce teipſum, then they may know more of 
God then they yet do, and yer perceive that they know leſs then they thought 
2 had known: and then their knowledge will edifie which now put- 

up. 

3. , think that man can have no poſitive proper cor ception of God, at leaſt 
beſides ens (which the Scotiſts think proper) and that there is no word in humane 
language that can expreſs Gods nature in ſtrict propriety, but all our notions of 
him are ſo exceeding imperfeR, that they expreſs more of our ignorance then of 
our knowledge. White is bold to ſay ( Inſtitxt. Peripatet. 1.4. ect. 9, 10.) that 
none of the Names that we attribute ro God, bath a notion which hath in God 
a formall object: and that that ſcience is of all other the molt ſub ĩme and proper, 
which in quireth into the impropriety of the names thar are ſpoken of God, and de- 
nieth them all as to him. | 
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. T'rhiak that there is no. ſuch thing. in Gad as Und eri anding . /Knbwledge, 
Will, Intention, Decree, Rlection, Love, & c. 8s theſe are by men conceived of, 
: Aad that man knows not what it is in God formally which theſe 
terms are uſed by him to expreſs. And that it is à farre lefs improper ſpeech vo 
ſay, that the Firmament is a nutſhell, or the ſun. is a glow- worm, or to 
miriate the refſon of men from the apprehenſions of a fly or a worm, then to at- 
tribute Underſtanding, Will, Cc. to God. What the impropt iety is, we ſhall (peak 
1 754 Therefore all thoſe reaſonings concerning Gods Nature or Acts, which 
are drawn meotly from the nature and acts of man, as concluding from a (appoſed 
Analogy of attribution (much more a formal Identity) is a vain deceitfull rea- 

oning. | 
+ 6 Yer as Scripture ſpeaks of God in terms improper, according to mans ca- 

ity, and fetcht from mans nature and acts, ſo muſt we beth conceive. and 
—— is, not believing that theſe are proper expre ſſi ons or conceptions of 
God, but that there is that in God which we cannot now more fitly conceive: of 
then under theſe notions, or ficlier expreſs then in theſe terms. God hath nothing 
operly called Knowledge or Will: bur be hath or is that which man cannor fit» 
ſtarexpreſs or conceive of then under the notion of Knowledge and Will: But 
what it is, God knows. We mult ſay, God knows, and God willerh ; and God 
muſt (ay ſo to us: For elſe man could not hear or ſpeak of God, if God conde- 
ſeended not to the language and capacity of man. (/amers faith, even of our 
moſt pet fect ſtate of glory, that Fri Des nil alia eſt quan; potenti , ſapientiæ, bo- 
nitati divine. Fut um percipere, quem crrutura modns & rates ferre poteſt, & c. Et ui. 
detur Deus experiunds quis fot (1. Jo 3.) Et qualem ſe ergi nas præſtet, caterum ( quic- 

id dictitent ſcholaſtici, homines acuti quidem, ſed in hoc argumento im is acuti, inui- 

ith eft vel Angelis, quibus ad Dei conſp eftum nulla peccatilabes, fola natura imlecilli- 
tat (orcature enim ſunt) aditum interclufit. Prelef- de Verb. Dei. Glaſc. c. 7. p. 455. 
I am more certain t hat even the eye of our underſtanding hath no ditect and proper 
faghr of Gad, while we are in the fleſh; | . 

7: Ye: theſe artributiors of Knowledge and Wall, to God, are not falſe- 
hoods, for there is really ſomewhat in God which theſe are made the impro- 
per _—_— of. Equivacals and Analogies are not eo zomine falſe ex- 

teſſions. 

/ 8. lamſo farre from thinking that ic is by Analogy of Attribution (as the 
Schoolmen call it) that Knowledge, Will, &c. are auribured to God and che 
creature; that I think theſe aſcribed to God by an exceeding farre fetcht meta- 
phor, further then (as I ſaid) if I ſhould call Heaven — there being a 
thouſand fold more likeneſs between theſe, then between Gods Knowledge and 
Will, and mans: For between finite and Infinite there is no proportion,” Vea 
will not und ertake to prove that the Ratio homonymiæ is not in Us, only, and not at 
all in the Things. 

9. Vet no doubt, the thing meant by Knowledge and Will when attributed to 
God, is not only, as many (ay, moſt eminendy in God, but is ſolely in God; 
that which is called knowledge and will in man being not the ſame thing, but toto 
genere di ver ſum. But yet the conception that we have of Gods Knowledge and 
Will is but improper derived from the ſuppoſed fimile, vid. our own undetſtand- 
ing and will, which repreſenteth ir with exceeding imperfe&ion. So that 
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of the eresture, and thence improgerly of God, 
10, Yet I acknowledze that though all theſe terms of Attribution, as to God, 
are exceeding improper, yet there are degues of impropriety 3 ſome being more 
improper then otherz are: And ſo I doubt nat hut that the tergg chat de Le 
from humane paſſions and j Fare ions are more rages any tq God, t 
thefe forementioned of Underſtanding and Will, cc. 199 + 
And thus I have told you ſome of my thoughts, that M*K, may kngw og; what 
terms to deal with me, and not contend with one whoſe minde he underſtands 
eth not. ö 
And as to his deſcription of Immanent ARs, 1 deny that there ig any ſuch 
thing as an Act in God terminated in himſelf, tuppaking that you ſpeak nox of a 
meer objective termination (as I know you do not 3 Far elſe you would cab ma- 
ny of theſe tranſient acts, as having an exttinſick object.) , ASL acknowledge, no 
certainty of à proper Act in Gad, ſo I acknowledge no poſitive termination of 
that which in him we call an Act; and we call it immanent but in that negativt 
ſeuſe which the later clauſe of your deſcription dothy expreſs. We are like to 
make a good diſpute, of it, when I am forced to deny: the ſubject, as beings 
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Mr KIA. the mean time, out of the reſpect I bear to the memory of Dr. Twiſle, I can 


not for bear 30 ſay, that, Mr, Baxter had better conſulted bis awn benour I be 


had ſail nothing io tht diſparagement of that Reverend and Renowned Dof0n ;! 
whom he ſpeaks very, ſtei btingly ore, then once in hi otherwiſe excellent Treati 
Infant- Bapriſni,, and in all h other Books : In which I could wiſh there were not ſqp> 


what. of the DoArinal part not anſwering that of the Devetional * What Dr. Tiste 
hath ſaid of Fuſtifeationf eternity, upon this ground, thas there can be no new imm 
nent in God, aud bow mph fone in the p (aid actin: ban, and bew ln bo 
replied for himſelf maners not: be was now old, "55 45:13 pa 
t videas feflos Rhadamanthon & Aacon aun, 

Kor wo © — 5 
Like enough, Mulium mutatus ab illo 


HeRore qui redit exuvias indutus Achillis, | 2 


When be beat Arminius, Corvinus, Tilenus, Penotrus, Bellarmine, Dr. Jack 
ſon, and I know not how many more ous of the field; & ſolus vacua dominazus 
arena left them all bleeding, as Mr. Goodwin would have ſaid, at the feet of hu Wri- 
tings. It may be he wis now a laſt, but magni nominis umbra, hut whoſe very 
name really did moſt of the ſervice, and I am ſure was that formidable thing to 
the learned Adverſary : But as old as be was, I queſtion not but be could Bau 
eafily made this good, There is no new 1mmanent act m God] againſt all what 
* him in the Synod, and Mr. Baxter to boot: and I would fain hear any 


of them all that oppoſed him, to give a ſatufactory anſwer but to this ane Argu- 
ment. , E | | 0 
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5. 4. | 
E Z. S + obgds higher reſpe& to Dr. Twiſſe then I have 
| exer manifeſteJ, except you would have me (ay, He was a God, or 
an Angel, or an Infallible man. 

2. If you cannot forbear, as you ſay, its pity you ſhould be hindered : Men 
— ſpeak when their lift is ſo great, Who can hold that which will 
Aa | 
af I confeſs that I did not much conſult mine Honour in that writing. Elſe 
you had not found your ſelf work as you have done in theſe leaves. If you mean 
the Honour of my Honeſty, your proof muſt do more to the determination then 
your aſſertion: If you mean the Honour ef my Learning, do not you know wel! 
_ h, how little I have to conſult ? He that hath nothing, hath nothing 
to lole, 

4. [ Sleightingly ] is a word that will Rretch , and therefore 1 will not 
charge you with untruth. In one mans ſenſe, he fleights a man that cals 
him [| that famous excellent Divine: ] but in another mans , ſleighting f6g- 
niſieth the eſtceming of a man below his worth, and expreſſing ſo much, or 
ſetting light by a man, I am miſerably troubled with thoſe kinde of people 
that cannot endure [ fleighting ] as they call it, above all folks in the wor 
CT uſe to call them plainly, Proud people, here in the Countrey 3 but if I were 
to talk to Learned men I would uſe more manners.) They” think I fleighr them, 
if I do not applaud them, or camplement with them, or if I contmeng. them not 
with ſo loud a voice as they expect (and they are a people that are never low ia. 
their expectations:) or if I do but praiſe another above them, or [peak to ano- 
ther before them, or be ſhort with them (when I am buſie) when they look for 4 
longer more reſpeRfull diſcourſe 3. yea if my Hat ſhould be over mine eyes that 1 
ſee them nor, or my memory ſo fail me as that I forget them; rhele and abundance 
more ham guilty of ſleighting every day, that I am now grown accuſtomed to the 
vice; and-ſhameleſs in hearing it charged upon me, But I ſuſpect that my ſleight- 
ing Dr. Twiſſe confilteth in my ſuppoſing him to erre, and telling the world fo: 
that is, in taking him robe a main: for þ.manum eſt errare: and for ſaying be 
knew. but in part, that is, that he was not glorifi-d on earth by perfection. If 
yau could have charged me with any more then this, would you not have dene it? 
N ſay, would you not? when the Vindication of this Reverend man was the end 
of your encounte ing me? and. it boyled ſo hot on your ſtomack, that | you could 
not forbear: you had not the patience to ſee (o Worthy men ſo unworthily hands 
led. ] Vea your ſeif affirm that which is his doQrine to be untrue, and yer I Nlcighr 
kim for ſaying ſo ! Lay this wich the commanded Adoration of the footſteps, 
and it ſeems, ſt is high matters indeed that you expect. I doubt, by this, that you 
will ſay, I flight you before I have done, either becauſe I praife you not enough, 
or becauſe I rake you not for infallible and ,indefeRible, or becauſe. I value Þr. 
1 1 or Mr. Pembie ſo very, very, very farte before you ;. when yet I am accuſed 
af flighting them. Sir,. theſe Reverend men, [ doubt not, are perfected Saints 
in heaven, and hate pride ſo much, that if they know it, they will give little 
thapks to him that will comend for the honour of their Infallibilicy, yea or for 
the guilding over any of their errours 3 much leſs, if their h»nour ſhould be made 
& fnace. ro, the entangling of. the godly , and a means, to the nn 
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5 of darkneſs, e oppoſing tber Truch which they love bentr they 
| te ee an the diſhonoù ing of that God alete ble; is d . 
ty, LS | 
ea let me tell you that Trake my (elf bound in conſcience to ſay mere then 
ever I have yer ſaid, and that is this L All young Students that will deigne to take 
advice from ſo mean à man as I, as ever you would preſerye your graces and eon- 
verſations, preſerve ;your Judgements 3 and as ever you — maintain the Do- 
&rine of Cbriſt, take heed of the Errers of the Antinomians: and as ever you would 
elcape the ſnare of Antinemianiſm, take heed of theſe principal Articles of it fol- 
lowing : [That Chriſts ſatisfaction is ours gud graf ita, before the Application 3 
and that ſo far, as that we are aQually Pardoned, Juſtified, Reconciled and A- 
dopred by it before we were born, much more before we believe: yea that Adopti- 
en and Remiſſion of fin are immanent acts in God, and ſo are from eternity, even 
before any death of Chriſt, 4 of it: That pardon of ſin is nothing but 
Ve:'e non Punire: That Juſtification by faith is nothing but Juſtification in foro 
conſcientia, ot ie ſenſe of that in gur bearrs, which was really ours from eternity, 
or from Cbriſts death, br both: That juſtifying faich' is the feeling or appre- 
benſion of Gods eternal Love, Remiſſion and e Tian abe heed of t hefe 
maſter- Peivts of Antincmianiſm : And as ever you would avoid theſe, take heed 
how you receive them on the reputation and plauſible words of any Writer: and 
eſpecially of D Twiß, who is full of ſuch paſſages, and being of greater lea nin 
and eſteem then others is liker to miſlead you. For you know, if youreceiye theſe 
then youtnuſt receive the reſt,” if you diſcern the concatenation. For if all your 
fins Wete,patdoned 5 ſoon as Chriſt died, then what need you pray for pardon, 
or Repent or Believe or be Baptized for patdon? then God leved you as Well 
when you were his efiemies, as ſince; and then how can you be'reſtrained from 
fin by fear ? &c. And that you, may know, I ſpeak not this in flighting of the 
De or, as Mr, K. chargeth me. 1 I profels, to do it mainly for Gods glory 
and Truth, and tor the love of ſouls. 2, I take my ſelf the rather bound to it, 
becauſe I, once drawn my ſelt 0 (ome of theſe opinions by the meer high eſt i- 
mation ot Mr. Pemble and Dr. Twiſſe. 3. I proſels ſtill moſt highly to love and 
reverence the names of theſe two bleſſed excellent men, as formerly I never honog+ 
red any two men more. For Dr. Twiß, I am more beholden to his Writings for 
that little knowledge I have then almeſt any one mans, beſides : and for Mr. Pem- 
ble, for ought I can ſee in bis Book of Juſtification, he revoked this ſame errour 
which in bis Vindic. Grat. he hath delivered: ſure J am, no two mens Writings: 
have been more in my hands, and few mens names are yet ſo highly, honoured in 
my heart. 

This much I rake my ſelf bound to publiſh for a common warning, And T 
would furt her adviſe all to take heed how they entertain Dr, Twiſs s de ctrine about 
the cauſe of fin 3 of which I ſhall be ready to give my reaſon when I have a call 3; 
bur will not now digreſs ſo far. 

5, For your good wiſh [that my :Books had not ſomething in the DoQrinal: 
part not anſwering the devotional] I thank you. Bur, alas, ignorance and errour: 
will not be healed with a wiſh: Many a year have I ſtudied and praied againit 
them, and yer they tick by me ſtill. But had I erred in the Boundation, it would 
have ſpoiled my Devotion: for non recte vivitur, ubi de Deo non bene creditur ; And 
I had rather be deſective in leſſer dectrinals, then in Devotion» And though I: 
am as. confidenrthat you erte in ſome of your DcGrinals ( as Fiball avon mani- 


D;. = 


y 1 as you are of I Irn your 
| 00 fame in gert. 0 eh axe Dag fell 


** a Jo net well reliſh your exceeding coldneſs in Gods cauſe, 3 are YT: 
or min: When it is for the honour of your- Learned Brethren, ( you have nor 
| Patience, you cannot fee Bur what Pr. Twiſſe hath ſaid for Juſtification 
boy FN es on the groun the: ge! 15 NO. ew immanent act in God, this 

Matters 5 Wi Is 1 55 tal e beleem ing a ie of Chriſts Truth to ſay, 

Yn 5 108 7) 92855 40, th is 7 tradj&ed - in 3 and t e 

and rhe peace of the Churc N. h endangered, A Gall % mi abt 

2 thus. 14. NET (ped ie (o well by the Tadian at 
as that any.knowing friend * it, del lay, It matters nor, when ſuch great D 
MVnes promote their cauſe. 

7. And where you alſo ſay, " that Cit matters not what ſome in the Synod ſaid 
againlt him, and how little he 17225 . 0 J I am not of your minde. 1. Is 
it only rhe veſtigi4 Dieri En hat are to be adored ? You Mall give 
me leave. ro honautr 7 nue 755 the” or, more but the A emþly more 
then either of you. + 3. I do not think the Docter was lo weak, or atleaſt a good 
caule ſo rout we che Aﬀetnbly, but that bimſelf or ſome other would bave 
done ſomething conſiderable tp the juſt if cation of his caule, if ir had been juſti- 
fable. 3. I will be bold to ask you, the next time I lee you, whether all your 
hear and ene for We et Iten the Wasen not meant 


againſt wks mbly well 3s ws ? Ne not, Whet 715 Þg not relpgRt, of 
3 


ſons th; 1 10 e the differenc ier the ſecuring of tation, whi 
you mizhr think 0 ng Vat ine Vieory over dee, "ee 1 hich 
thing, though the perſon were ſo nen ibi, as not to adde to o your glory 3 bur 
1 an oppoſition to the Ne mort have been daſht in pieces? Or if the 

ntinomians being queſtioned by the Aſſembly ſhall alleadge Dr, Twiſ's words 
( frequently and 12 inly uttered) for their D fence; and the Doctors cauſe be- 
ing hereupon queſtioned ſhall fall without an) juſtificariop. 3 T pra MW you tell me, 
Whether thete may not be the ſame neceſſity for as to take noticeo his Errours as 
the Alembly : and whether after them we may not do it ( while We, honeii hip 
worth as much às 1 Rill do) wichoüt lligtiting or ehe, It is more 
diſhonour to be Queſtioned by an Aſſembly and come off unju ihed, then to be 
judged to miſtake by ſo contemptible a inks as I. 

8, Where you ſpeak of [his very Name doing moſt of the ſervice.) J do not 
underſtand what ſervice you mean, 1 know you mean not the ſervice done in his 
Writings :' And ſure you dare not mean [the ſer vice done by the Aﬀembly :J fot 
that were to make them a contemptible Aſſembly indeed, if a mans Name, yea 
magni nomini umbra, did moſt of their ſervice: And it were to thinkas baſlely of 
their ſervice as the worſt Se&ary doth, that I have met with. It were not worth 
ſo much colt, and ſo many years pains, nor worthy the Acceptation of Parliament 
or People, if it were bur the offspring of Dc. Twiſſes Name, But Sir we have 
received fruits that ſhew they came from another cauſe then a name or the ſhadow 
of a name. I confeſs 1 value their leaſt Catechiſm for children aboye all Mr. 
Kendal's learned Labours, were they twenty times more of the ſame quality. 1 
never heard but one Learned man ſpeak comrempencul'y of the Aſſembly, and his 
frienls (ay it was becauſe he was not thought Worthy to be one of them (1 ex- 
cept thoſe that were againſt them in the Warre 3 where heat of oppolition might 
occahon 


me 


eccehondifeteemt But if chis were Mr. X's cafe, yer methinks when he changed | 
his 18 ran eg he ſhould 2 haye — ed bis — of — Aſſembly.) 
But its likely that M. K. meags t was the Dod me that did m 

the ſervice ae Melde, wei his ow tint Aﬀfembly: It mjy Nh 
But if he had nothing to work by but his Name, yet had his cauſe been good, it 
would in that Aſſembly have found ſome friends. But what you mean then by 
the following words, Ido not well know, that his Name you are ſure [ was that 


formidable pg to the Learned adyetſary,7 Perhaps you mean your ſelf, by the 
5 7 eo wah | . 


Learned adverfaty, of whoſe fears $ * it be fore, and ſo mich 
koow rhe Name vr Word thr ti t you : elſe 1, Cannot imagine Tho you 
mean, except it were the 51 party ot the Epiſcopal Div ines together: But fe 
Epiſcopacy, I know of no Diſputes that eyer e Aſſembly had upon it, and*ſo 
bad no adverſaries in à diſputing way; at leaſt during Dr: Twiſs's time. And 
for diſputir g the Kings Cauſe, I think they did as little in ir. Some choſen men 
in the Treaties indeed diſputed againſt Epiſcepacy, but with other weapons. 1575 
Dr. Twiſſe's Name. If you ſhould mean that fr was Dr. Twiſſe's Name that made 
the Learned Epiſcopa] Divines have Reyerend Fand of che A ſſembly, 1 gor 
tell you that there were 1o that Aſſembly no ſmall number of Dlvines of thar ex- 
cellency for Learning, Piety and Miniſterial Ability, which might commaſid Re- 
yerence from the Learnedeſt adverſaries of you all. 1 t 
9. But though his Name did all the ſervice; yet you [ queſtion not but he 
could have eaſi Y made it gaod, That there is no new immanent act in God, 
againſt, &.] I; ſeems by this that you think this the eaſier to prove, of 'the 
ws : And indeed I am acqua inted with none that ate minded td 95 
F 10. Nor is it teaſonable far you to ſay; that you [ would fain have 46 'of 
them all that oppoſed him, to give a farisfaRory anſwer to your Argument, 
When you know it was hot in that Point that they oppoled him!” Would 
'ypu make more your adverſaaies againft theit will as well as me? of do you + 
long for more honourable Antagoniſts to cope with? And whats your Atgu- 


ment? | 
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ur. there be ary new immanent Act in Jo, it mui? be either of bis ndey- 
I ftending or bis Will : Of bis Underſtanding there can be nong : elſe muſt he 
know ſomewhat a new, which inferres he was not Omxiſcient, knew not all befpre this 
new act of Knewledge: If of bis Will, then tither th new "aff & for the hetten er 
worſe or tndifferem : If for the better, he was not abſolutely per ſt i before, us being 
expable of betrering : If for the worſe, be is not ſo perfect inte this aff as he was 
before; which i to make him leſf perfect iy bis new aff : If nenher, then js th af 
ſuch as might as well have been out as in: and then its an imperfcct ion to act ſo im- 
pertinenily. This ſame Argument a5 T take it made uſe of by Mr. Goodwin hunſelf 
in a like caſe, and ihercfore he will not be offended hem highiy ſocucr I value i an 

irrefrazable Demorſt ration, S 
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R. B. O Emember that I (ay not that your Doctrine is {ntrae, but Wncertgin. 
It may be poſſibly as you ſay ; but whether you can tell that it is ſo, or 
ptoye it to be ſo, I doubt, To your great Argument, I expect better proof of 
your major Propoſition, which indeed hath none at all. Two things 1 expected 
you ſhould have proved: 1. That God hath an Underſtanding and Will which 
act; properly ſo called: or that you know what it is that is improperly called 
Gods Underſtanding and Will? 2. That God hath no immanent A&R but of 
his Underſtanding or Will. Ts begin with the laſt: I will not ſay, datur tertium. 
For I dare not (ay properly dantur duo: But I will deſire you to prove your major: 
And I think that in the ſame ſenſe as God is ſaid to have an Underſtanding and 
Will, for ouzht you know he may have other acts, which thoſe two notions will 
not expreſs. or 1. Lou are uncertain whether Angels may not have other fa- 
culties or a&s-immanent, beſides Underſtanding and Will: (If you (ay, you 
are ſure they have nor, prove it:) and ſo others may be aſcribed ro God by Ana- 
logy from them, as theſe be by Analogy from man. You know perhaps how ma- 
ny ſenſes you have your (elf : but how can you prove that no other creature hath a 
ſixth ſenſe, which you are uncapable of knowing the name or nature of? So bow 
know you but Angels may have powers or immanent acts beſide Underſtanding 
and Willing, whick' you know nothing of for name or nature? Muſt all Gods 
ſuperiour creatures be needs meaſured by poor man? How much more noble crea- 
tures hath God, then theſe below that dwell in duſt! 2. But if you were ac- 
quainted with all the Angels in heaven, and were at a certainty about the number 
or nature of their powers or acts, how prove you that God hath no other act then 
what Underſtanding and Willing doth expreſs? That one unconceivable perfect 
act in God, which Eminenter (by an unconceivable tranſcendent eminence) is 
#nderftanding and Willing, (yet but Analogically ſo * but properly and for- 
mally is neither, but ſomewhat more excellent; is in all likelihood very reſtrain- 
edly or defectively expreſſed by theſe two words; even as to the objective extent. 
How know we but that in ſome of Gods creatures, or at leaſt in God himſelf there 
may be ſomerhing found beſides Entity, Verity, G-10dneſs 3 or any thing that 
is the object of IntelleRien or Volician, whereof no man had ever any concepti- 
on. However, is it not unlikely, yea a dangerous imagination, That the pow- 
ers or acts of ſuch wretched worms as we, ſhould be ſo Hare commenſurable with 
the Infinite Majeſty, that as we have no immanent act but of Underſtanding or 
Will (or ſubardinate to theſe) ſo God hath no other ? or none but what are ex- 
reſſed in theſe two notions ! Alas, that filly worms ſhould ſo unreverently pre- 
ume! and pretend to that knowledge of God which they have not! and . 
ſo eaſily know that t hey have not | 
And for the former, How farre God hath an Underſtanding or Will, I 
2 peruſe your words to Maſter Goodwin when I have done with this Se- 
£CT10Nns 
This were enough to your Argument and Challenge: bur I proceed to the 
confirmation of your implied minor, And 1. I cafily grant you, that it is certain 
there is no Addition to, or mutation of Gods Efſence. a. I think all the A&s aſ- 
eribed to God are his Eſſence, and are one in themſelves conſidered. Pardon, that 
I do but (ay [I think: ] For though principles of reaſon and Metaphyſical — - 
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leem to lead plainly to this Concluſion 3 yer I am afraid of pretending ta un 
greater Certainty then I have3z or of building too much on the doubttull - conn, = 
cluſionꝭ of mans ſlippery Reaſonings, about the nature of the Indiſible Incom: 
prehenſible God. I think it moſt ſutable ro Gods Unity and Simplicity, that all 
bis immanent acts (ſo called by us) are Himſelf and are One. But I dare not 
fayI am certain that God cannot be Simple and Perfect, except this be true: 
both becauſe He is beyond my kdowledge, and becauſe the doctrine of the Tri- 
nity aſſureth us that there is in God al true diverſity. conſſſt ing with. Unity Sim- 
plicity and Perfection of E ſſence. 3. You know not hat the ſubject of your 
Propoſit ion is, (Gods acts of Underſtanding and Will:) and therefore you are 
uncapable of ſuch peremptory concluding de Medis, knowingly and certainly, a8 
here you pretend to. 4. Lou cannot prove that there's any ſuch thing in God 
as an Immanent Act, or an Underſtanding or a Will in proper ſenſe : but ſome; 
thigg there is which we cannot fitlier or more profitably conceive or expreſs then 
under ſuch notions, drawn Analogically from mans acts of Underſtanding and- 
Willing. Now if we will (peak of Gods Incomprehenſible nature by ſuch Ana- 
logy, and put the names of Underſtanding and Willing on God, as borrowed from 
mans underſtanding and willing, then, muſt we accordingly conceive. of 
Gods underſtanding and willing, as like to mans in the form of theſe acts ( for 
we can reach to no higher concept ions, though theſe be utterly improper.) Now 
mans actual intellection doth connote and ſuppoſe. an intelligible object, and bis 
Will doth connote and ſuppoſe an appetible bee : and conſequently it cannot 
be expected according to the utmoſt imaginable natural perfection of them, that 
either ſhould go beyond the extent of their objects, ot be ſuc ß 
acts without their proper objects: Theſe things thus pre- Even «as Gods 
miſed, ſome will perhaps think you ſufficiently anſwered Omnipotency is hun 
( when you ſay, it inferres that God was nor Omniſcient, knew dicta ad poſſibi- 
not all, &.) by telling you 1. That as Omniſciency ſigni- lia, Vid. Aquin. 
ſies @ Power of Knowing all things, Analogically aſcribed ro 1. f. 25. 4.3 6+ 
God ad captum bumanum as tiſtin& from the act of knowing 3 Kitz 
ſo God was yet Omniſcient. 2. As Omniſciency ſigniſieth the actual Know- 
ledge of all intelligible objects, ſo God was Omniſcient And no more is requi- 
ſite to the perfection of his Knowledge. 3. But an Object + tl 
may bave not only its real but its intelligible Being de Novo. See Buridane of 
which it had not before; and therefore aa Omniſciency ſig that queition in his 
niſierb tbè Knowledge of all things that will be intelligible, as Eihickt fo: far 148 
well as chaſe that now are intelligible, ſo ( fay they ) it be- to ſhem the- great 
longs not ta Gods perfection to be Qmnilcient 3 for it is un- diſiculi . 
naturally and improperly called Science (and ſw Omniſcience) nit 7 
whithi hath not an Obſect. T heir foundation ( which may ſeem abſurd to you) 
vi · That ſome things may de nous became the objects of Knowledge, they declare 
thus : 1. They ſuppoſe, that though God be Indixifible, and ſo his Eternity be 
Indiviſible, and have neither in it, Preteritum nor Futurum, not Nun neither, 
as we under ſtand ir, as expreſſing a preſent inſtaut ot time ; yer as God knoweh 
not Himſelf only; but the creature alſo, ſo he knoweth not Eternity only bat 
Time: He knows how things are ordered and take vlace in mans Dirilible mea» 
ſure of motions: and therefore he knows things 23 Paſt, Preſent and Future, 
bominem & tempus, which are ſy palt, preſent and future. And he doth, not 
o a thing Paſt to be Preſent. (4044 1 & hominers): nor a ching A. 
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Paſt : but know} truly ie they be. 2. This being premiſed, they will 
rhen aſſumt, — Faul did hr 6Qually exiſt from Sernity ; Chriftdid, 
not actually ſuffer from eternity: and ſo the actuil exifttnce of Peter in 
mn Femperſs, was not an ifitelligible object from Eternity: and therefote they 
think they may conelude, that it cbuld not be khewn from Eternity. They 
will urge cheir reaſon thus: 1. There was no Time from Eternity (that is, be- 
fore time:) therefore it could at be 1 that Peter did actually then 
exiſt in Time. 2. Blſe you will confound: Futurition and Pteſent exiſtence : 
God did know from Eternity that Peter would exiſt in Time, i. 6 ſuaurinibntm 
Puri: ' therefore it was not Peter's actual ex iſtente that he knew, 3. The 
nature of foreknowtelge is co know things as future, and therefore muſt not be con. 
founded with knowledge of things as exiſtent, 4. This propoſition before the 
creation was not true Peter doth actually exiſt : therefore God could not 
know ic to be tien true. But aſter Peter's birth it did de nova. become a true pro- 
poſition : and rhetefore muſt be de novd ktiown te be then true. Before that, it 
was only true that {Hat Propofetio were Fature eſt] but not { vera eſt :] therefore 
no More but the futurition of the Truth could be known, and not the actual pre- 
ſent exiſtence ( as referring to time:) It is not all one to ſay { Feirm erit] and 
LPeirm eſt] nor all onetoknow ir, 5. The contradictory Propoſition was then 
true [ Petey dorh not exiſt :] But both contradictory Propoſit ions could not be 
known to be true her, that is from Rterui y. T here fore God did then know 
the Negative ion as then true Peri nah rwiſtit :] and the A ffirmative 
fe futuro to be true ¶ Perrus eſt, vel coaſter: ] but he did not know the Aſs 
fitmative de exiſtemia preſents to be true ſtom Rternity [ Fetrm in unc temperũ 
exifit] no nor ¶ Petri in num 6. ternuuti txiſtis :] tor they were then falſe Pro» 
politions : nor yer was it then true that [ Tempm actu exiſtit.] If you ſay, That 
there were no Propoſitions from Etetnity, and therefore they could not be trout 
ot falſe : this alters not the caſe: for l. We ſpeak on ſuppoſition that there bad 
been creatures to have framed theſe Propoſitions, . If we conctive not of Godt 
Underſtanding as knowing tht rruch of Propofictons;. concerning things; we (hall 
fearee have any concepriva of it as an'Underſtanding at aH 3. The Schools 
commonly ſpeak of the Eternal truth of Propdftions, c. g. de find dontingenti- 
bus. 4. There are Propoſitions in Time, and theſe »knows-: and thats all 
one to the preſent caſe. At Nui flood God knew not t his Propdition to be then 
trac ¶ Pm tsaſtit :] for it was nat t hen rue. Nor did he know then that ¶ it 
ttuè in nac rempors quo exiſtit Petrus] bm only, chat it will be true: Bor Faun 
and not things preſently exiſtent are the objects ot Forekmowiedge : hn that 
LNunc t J it ſelf did not then eniſt. 6. Otherwife it: would he tcue hat 
All things do coexiſi with God from Bternity: { which is diiclaimed by theſe 
that art now oppoſed :) and ſo that they do vxift fi um Ererni2y . For if this Pogs 
poſition were known te be ttut from Brerniny · ¶ Pete exiſtit, vel Deo corxiſl a. 
then the thing expreſſed is true, Peter did fo exiit and coexitt. For that which is 
falſe cannot be known to be at the ſame time true. If it be granted therefore that 
Perer did not exiſt from Eternity, and conſequently that ehat Propoſit ĩon was not 
then true, nor intelligible as then true, but only as of futut Verity, then when 
God in time knows it to be of prefent exiſtent Verity, he knows more then when 
de knows it to be only of future Verity and of preſent fal ſhood : And ſo about 
the creatures, When he knows that they do exiſt and knows them as exiſting, te 
N chen when iu he dem val / to he future and as futute. For if it be 
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| | ſomahing then nothing # 
For the reaſon is the (ane: aud future is 8 term of diminution as to exiſtent 
And then ir will be all one ro know L Fudar is damned) and {Peter is ſaved :] 
{F«cob is lovedJand ¶ Eſau is — — then it would be all ant it (per poſſibite ve! 
| le) ie were known Peter is damned j and Cudas is faved} or | Peter is ſaved 
and damned 1] and ſo it would be all oge to know falſhood and truth. 

Many ſuch reaſonings as theſe will be uſed againſt you. Of which if you would 
know my own opinion, I think they are de ig. dreams, figbtings in the dai k, 
yet much like your . And though 1 know ſeverall things that you may ſay 
againſt this reaſoning, ſo do I know much that may be (aid againſt yours: and, 
I think, both ſides would do better to profeſs that ignorance which they can nei» 
ther overcome nor hide. How conſtantly do the Schools diſtinguiſh between 
Gods AbiiraQive and Intuitive Knowledge? Scientia ſimplicis inrelligentiæ & 
pure Viſoni ? and tell us that the former in order of nature goes before the ocher ? 
If this be ſa, then God hath a Prim and Poſterius in the acts of his knowledge. 
The like we may ſay between Gods Knowledge of Himſelf and the creature. If 
they think it nat abſurd that etiam in mente Devine there ſhould be a rranfirion of 
things d muero poſſtbelium in numerum futurorum, and this fine m why may 
they not admit à knowledge of things as exiſtent only when they are exiſtent, 
and of things as future when they ate future? and this Sue-mutatione too? Fot 
the diſtinct ĩon quaad — — will make but a gradual difference, in point 
of mutation, —— nem natur, vel momema Rgtionis. All diſtincti- 
en, that hach real I, denotes imperfect ion, according to our higbeſt ſpecu- 
lacars, and ſo mull all be denied of God. I ieſuſe not to (ay (if 1 mutt; ſay a 
thing) of both as Mr. Barlow doth Exercis.5. (think him not pedantick, becauſe 
be is bound with Schibley :) AMutaio ille lum in objecto cognito, non in cogue- 
ſcents, ſen cognitione z cum cognttio diving 0 won depender, nec 4d mutatiouem 

ecti mutationem ullam patitur, & C. Cum ideo edmittit Alvarey res primo 

beles falum in ordine ad potentiam & fuburas in ordine ad volumaten, neceſſe eſt ut rn 
cog noſeat cognitione abſtraitiue ( quis ut paſſubiles ea ſolum cognitions cig uoſci po um 
& poſtea cum per valumatem um futures, & etiam act᷑u exiſt antes, ill as cog nitione in» 
tuitiv4 cognoſcet Deus. At bing nulla in Deo mutatis ſegquetur, ſed ſolum in objefto (ut 
fateatur nere ße eſt) Ts per conſequens hac dato, quod ſciemia Dei ab abſtraftiva in in- 
tuitivam mutaretur, tamen non ſequetur Deum eſſe mutabilem, vel cogntionem ſuam ex 
parte rei: ſed ſolum quod objefo variate, intellect us noſter, virias ci denomin.ationes 
attribait : ut quod ft intuitiua, quod abſtrefive, que ſolum ſunt denomm@aiones varia 
cog nitioni divine ab imellectu noſtro impaſta, pro diverſo reſpectu ad creaturam, cum in fe 
fit om nino ſimplex & inusriaia.] 

But then I would fain know whether there be not the ſame neceſſity that the 
difference between objects [anly future] and | preſently exiſtent] ſhould cauſe 
our underſtandings to put the forementioned various — on Gods 
Knowledge, as the difference inter Poſſibilia & Futura, doth ſo cauſe us to put 
on it? And alſa whether in che ſame impropriety and imperfection, the very 
notions of [ Underſtanding, Willing, Acting, Immanently, Cc. ] be not Done» 
minationes ab intellectu noſtro impofite, or aſſumed by God in condeicenſi on to hu» 
mane weakneſs, expteſſing but ſome liitle, very little, of that Divine I know 
not what, For that ſame thing which man hath a true formall conception of un- 
der the notion of L Kaowing, Willing] is varied according to the go 
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objects: But if ir be not ſo with Ood (as I muſt think and ſay, Tr is not, if T 
preſume to think and ſay any thing of it,) that is becauſe Knowledge and Willing 
in Him are not the things that we by thole terms uſe to expreſs 3 nor yer _— | 
that we can have formall proper conceptions of: And by the fame neceſſity an 
warrant as we do bring down the Divine nature ſo low, as to apply to it rhe noti- 
ons of Acting, Underſtanding, Willing 3 may we alſo apply to it the notions of 
Acting, Knowing and Willing de novo; conſeſſing a further addition to the im- 
propriety of ſpeech. And therefore as God himſelf doth in Scripture accomo- 
date himſelf to our capacity, by aſſuming the terms and notions of Under- 
ſtanding and Willing, ſo doth he alſo of loving where he before hated , 
with divers the like, which in man would imply an innocent muta» 
tion. 

I have here given you ſome reaſon of ſeveral paſſages of mine, which your fol- 
lowing Pages carp at, before you diſcerned my meaning, as I ſhall ſhew you fur · 
ther anon. | 

So much to your proof that there is no new immanent act in Gods Under» 
ſanding. One word to what follows about his Will. turn 

Where you argue thus: [ If ef bs Will, iben th new alt is either ſor the Better, 
or Worſe, or Indifferem, &c.] Anf. In ſtrict propriety, it is taken as unproved, 
that he hath Will, or Immanent acts. But ad captum humanum as we are neceſſi- 
rated to aſcribe Willing and Acting to him, ſo they that think they may on the 
ſame grounds aſcribe New acts of Will to him ( as the Scripture undoubtedly 
doth,) will think that your Argument is ſufficiently anſwered thus 

1. This arguing ſuppoſeth mans ſilly intellect capable of comprehending the 
Reaſons of the Acts of the Almighty 3 as if it cannot be, except we can appre- 
hend the reaſon of it, and whether it be forthe better or worke or indifferent; or 
what it produceth, or to what end it is: Which is a moſt bold arrogant preſum- 
prion in luch moles as we are. As I ſaid before, you know not whether there 
may not be more Affections or Modi emium open to the Divine Intellect and Will, 
or Nature, then we have any name for or conception of: And though mans will 
look only at the goodneſs or appetibility ot conveniency of objects, yet you know 
not what Gods will is; and therefore know not what is its adequate object. Many 
other reaſons alſo of the obſcurity of this might be given. 

2. It will be anſwered you, that the ſaid New act of Gods will, is for the 
Better: But then they will diſtinguiſh of [Better.] 1. They will ſay, It is 
Better quoad rerum ordinem : and it is Better to the creature: (as for God to love 
him that before he hated: or approve of him, whom before he diſapproved-) 
2. They diſtinguifh alſo between that which may be ſaid to be Better to God 
himſelf: Either Really, by a real addition to his perfection; and ſo nothing can 
be Better to God: Or 2. Relatively and Reputativelyz as God is (aid to be 
Bleſled, Glorified, Honoured, Well picaled, Exalted, Magnified, c. And thus it 
may be Better to God, though he receive no real addition of felicity; and o not 
Vain or Indifferent. a 

3. They will defire you to Anſwer your own Argument as to tranſient Acts, 
and they think ic may ſerve as to immanent acts. (Remembring that they ſuppoſe 
that there be new acts in God without mutation; becauſe they ſuppoſe that thoſe 
very things that we call immanent Acts in him are but denominations of his ſim- 
ple Eſſence, according to the various aſpects or reſpects of the objects, which 
make no more mutation then relations do.) Was Gods a& of Creation, of rai- 
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fing Cbriſt from death, cet fot "the Better; or Wolle; br Tadifferent > 1 think 
on will ſay as beſbte; that it was net Better as to God in the adding of any'feal 


felicit y to him : Bu t God Nepuarivety und Relatively, and to the ereaturt 
0 was Better. $0 willi they ſay about immanent a0, which may perfect 
he whole (as the Honour of he Prince is the good of the Commonweghhy and 
nay beneceflary tothe Good of þarricular perſons ; and the reputative: Go6d of 
God himſelf. Its ſaid, God made All things for himſelf, Was it for Better to him- 
ſelf,or Worſe, or Indiffe.ent ? | | 
4. Is it Better or Worſe for a. looking Glaſs that it receive a hundred various 
ſpecter de nou ? You will perhaps ſay, It is no diſparagement to the Glaſs to be 
receptive of new fpecies wirkiou: being made Better ot Wotſe: as allo that its re- 
ception is paſſive, and ſo is not Gods Underſtanding or Willing, Iknow not 
what it is: bur confels it muſt needs be a very improper conception to conceive 
of God as paſlive in knowing, And yet man hath no true apprehenſion ob a 
knowledge which is wholly fine paſtone: But how prove you that God cannot, if 
he pleaſe, by his active Knowledge, Know de novo, without becoming Better or 
Worſe? or doing it in vain ? Are you ſure: that every new act of intelle ctiun 
(even in a dream) doth make mans undet ſtanding better or worſe ? ot elſe is vainꝰ 
I confeſs mare may be here ſadd . 1919 5 h 2 253 
5. Having done with your Argument, they will further tell you, that, Tf 
God may have new relations without any real change, then, for ought you know, 
he may have new immanent acts without a real change: But the Antecedent is 
unque ſtiortbly uue: (God was not a Creator before he had creatures: nor is he 
our Father be fete We are his children 3 not our King; Maſter, & c. before we. are 
his Jubjects, Rrvanty, &c. except de jure only:) The Conſequence they prove 
chu: Relations have as true an Entity, as; for ought you know, theſe which we 
call Immanent Acts in God, may have: Therefore the Novation ot them will 
make as great a change. Here they ſuppoſe that Act io and Relatio are both acci- 
dents (taken properly) and neither of them meer Ei Rationis ( for in ſo think- 
ing they go in the more beaten road) much leſs nothing: Or if you will ſay, 
that Relatio is but Modus entù, they will ſay ſo of action too? Or however they 
tell you, that it may be ſo for ouglit you know, with that which we call an Act 
in God. And here they ſuppoſe that his Acts are not his Efſence abſolutely and 
in it ſelf conſidered; and that it ſignifi es not all one to ſay, God is God, and to 
ſay, God willeth the exiſtence of this worm: And therefore they will ſay, that 
theſe which we call Acts, may be, if not Relations, yet ſome of Scotus his for- 
malities, or ſomething ro us unknown, which have either no more Being then 
Relations, or at leaſt not ſo: much as to make a real change in God. And that 
there is in his ſimple, indivifible Eflence, a Trinity of perſons, without any im- 
perfection: ſo there may be in his E ſlence, diſtin formalities (or ſomewhar- 
that we cannot name or conceive of) of a lower nature, then Perſonality, with- 
out any inconvenience: and as thele may be ſuperadded to the meer abſolute 
Eſſence of God (as 4gere, Intelligere, Velle, arc added) without dividing, or 
multiplying it: ſo may bey on the ſame grounds be New, or rene wed, without 
any Mutation of Gods Eſience; but only of the formality of intellection or Vo- 
lition, which is added to his Eſlence- 2 7 | 
6. They further think that the nature of tranſient acts, doth prove that imma- 
nent acts may be renewed : Bur this will be more ſpoke to anon, when we come 
to your doctrine of tranſient Acts. They ſay, A tranſient act is not a = Re- 
Z 3 | ation. 
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lation Paſſion ot Affeck: But there is in & that which may be called action 45 
Cena, as well as paſſion 2 M,, Now if aifio be efficiewk atis here, and God 
in creating the world did cer gere, t hen either the world was cregted from, ear» 
nity, or ejſe God did eteate it from. Eternity, and yet it was crested only in Time, 
and the Cauſation or Cauſing, creating Act wt infinitely before the Effect; 
elſe there was a new act really performed by God in Time. The fieſt none will 
maintain, that I deal with, The (cond, (ay they, is againſt common rcaſon ; 
For Gods act is the Cauſa proxima creature ; and omni cauſa proxims reciprocatur 
eum ſue eſſectu : i. e. Poßta cauſa proxima in alu, neceſse eſt effetum pani; If it be 
aſa tatalu, yea and tequireth nothing elſe to the effet (a much as by preparacions 
or diſpofition, no nor à ſubject matter, then the ac of creation mult needs im- 
mediatly produce the ereature ; and the Creure and Cracri mult needs be inſepara- 
ble: Its anſwered that Gods great ing act was from eternity, but the: effec. os 
creature, was not till its Time, But it will be replied, That either God did more 
for the creatures production or creation at the time of its paſſive creation, then 
he did from Eternity, or he did no more: If more, then he did ſomething de 
nous; If no more, then either che creature: would have bad its Being from Rterni- 
ty, gui poſus cdu, portitur effect un ar elle it y ask Whats the ceaſon that the 
creature Was not in Being ſooner or later, no cauſę can be a ſligned and ſo God 
Mould not be the cauſe. This holds equally (ſay they) whether you make the 
creating act to be only Gods Felle, or a ſuperadded execution of. that will, as 
being * effect of power. For either God willed the creatures preſent exiſtence 
from eternity, as much as at the time of its creation, or as at thigdays; or, he did 
not. If he did not, then be willeth do xowo ; If ba did, then the creature would 
have exiſted, as ſoon as it was willed. To (ay, that God willed from Etetniryt 
the creature ſhould be ia Time, is true: But is t a» much ta Will chat it ball be, 
as to Will its preſent exiſtence ? If it be anſwered, That there is no Paſt or 
Fure with God; 1 anſwer 1. That this was prevented before 3 when ic was laid, 
that God underſtanderh Time, and propoſuions concerning time, though time 
be only mans meaſure, and propofitions mans inſtruments. 2. The men chat 1 
fpeak to, maintain chat all things coexiſt not with Gad from Etcrnisy (though 
indeed the term / [| Fm] as here uſed, contradicteth Ecernizy 5) and they diſtin- 
uiſh between Gods willing rerum futuritionem & exiſtentiam praſenten : and there» 
ere this ſeemeth to make againſt their anſwer. ( indeed none of all this ar 
guing is ſolid, becauſe of che different manner of producing effects per volumatem, 
& per potentiam exequentem voluntati ſuperadditam.) Perhaps ir will be ſaid, that 
if all this be granted, yer it followeth not that immanent ads may be de none 
without a changeſin God, becauſe the Creating act, or any tranſient act is ſo: 
For the former is God himſelf, but the later is not. Ta which it may be replied, 
1. We ſpeak not now of a product or effect, called the Creation, but of the crea- 
ting act and then why ſhould not that be God himſelf, as well as an immanent 
act? If you lay it is a Being, then it is God or diſtin from God: If diſtinct 
from God, it is a ſubitance or accident, or {ome modm, or who knows what ? 
Accidenrs God hath none: Subſtance ir cannot be ; except it be God. If you 
ſay it is any modus, you know what School contradiction you mult expect: Or 
if you ſay it is a Reality or a Formality, thoſe that you deal wich will tell you, 
that they can as well prove the immanent acts to be formalities, or ſuch like, as 
can the tranſient. For 2. they ſay (with others) that theſe acts ate not cal- 


Immanent, Poſicively, as if they had any effect ar terminus in Gad n z 
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but Negatively; becaiiſt they have n0 ad extras a 
ne D. ſelk, they ſay, ary leaſt; che 
later is muctr efſential' t SO, as the former (though not cheir effecti:) And u 
have paper converſe with « Divine; if T miſtake not, full as Learned as MK. 
Ge ſparingly) who. mainteim; that thoſe which you "call — 
u- Gods de and Willing other things beſides himfelf) are tri | 
and ſo to be called as having as much'an excrinfick obje&j- . thoſe that you: 
and T call TranGencs though they make no real ch on them: und that thoſo 
only are tò be ealled Gods immanent act, whoſe object is Himſelf. 3. Moreover 
you'will acknowledge that Gods Pele is an immafept het: Bur how many and 
how great are they rhat maintain that Gods Creating act, was buc his Felle that 
things ſhould be | I need not tell you of Schoolmen that are for this : but when 
you {doubtleſs) know that D* Twifſe himſelf affirms it, in his Pindic. you muſt 
eſther de of his tibde, or bundle bimanaeertbily by your Diflent, as 1 did in ano- 
ther caſe, Now if the act by which God ipretiaced-the erettures be but bis Felle, 
then it is en ad heb you call innfdeH. Andi y well know bow commonly 
tis maintained that Daw operutur pry e rand that there it no act but his 
eſſence it ſelf, requiſite to any efftct, which ne produterh, as ir is rhe efſſtct of 
the firſt Cauſe, But this is but 4d bominemz for theſe are not their principles 
whoſe arguings I now recite, They ſappoſe that creation and other tranſient aQs, 
are not meer Volitiont, but us of power, in execution of Gods will. To which 
purpoſe how largely many famous Seboolmen have argued, is obvious to them that 
ate converſant in them. Arreotm hath fifteen Arguments to this end · Gregor, 
Armitteſir bath many Arguments to prove that how ever Creation or Conſerva- 
tion be töken, nefther-of them is God himſelf. C apreolm 1 know and other Tho- 
miſts anſwer theſe Arguments: and much may be replied and is, to thoſe un- 
ſwers: fo that In ſo dark and wiſearchable a Controver ße, ſtrong wits may finde 
ſomething to ſay, ugainſt each other, longer then the patience of the wiſeſt of 
their Readers will hold out to know the iſſue of their diſputes, gidius, Th 
— ORs, Gat others pfedd alſo for a neceflicy of an executive act of power, 
9 fromthe meer ac of willing, or that Creation is not God. SG de . 
Rint, Saurer, Server, and other latet Authers, And if ( a5 Anina ſalth) 
ttanſient acts de ſormalver in agente, 25 well 85 immanent; then the inception of 
new immanent acts ſeems ro have no other inconveniences, then the inoepr 
oftranſient acts as to the form,” But indeed the T homilts ſay the ſame ot both, 
what they ate only Gods eſſente, ang thir Golf hath no tranfieur a & at all, bur 
only tbat his Efſence or Wil er ee may beſo denominated for the 
reid. An 


tional Relation of 'the Odjett t Andi cherefore j (1.25. 4.1. 
muintaining tht there: is in God Persia u ( though not 225 ) wit 

mt inta ins t to be the orgs Boron pee and as bis Will and Under ſtand- 
ing. (And yet ſornerh! be cuſleti Gods sc iops ware f but in this be ſpeaks 
uncenftantty 6 Gcubtfuly, 28 Cuaret horeth ger. 4,20, 5. 3.) And the ſub- 
ſtance of all Creola sfr to Aurelius ff ven l ame Aiſtin Ex- 


anz dety ern Gods tet of Orestioft it le N which is his Will and Eſſence, im- 
munen eh eral) 40 the Rebe +66 berween God 26d the bbjeR 3 from 
Which Gods wil! is Yenetnigated u ftunßent ac. Bat yet in this trifnkem' act, 
it is only the ttlatton, and not the act it (lf ( which is God himſelf) Which may 
be diverfified br renewed, Now if this meet dais rations; be agen pros 
for vut dthontinavion of Gods act o be L Tranßent] and theſe wruhßent dels to 
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be / det; chen it may: ſeem thao colic. relution af the ſame act eg fame /extrinfigh-! 
terminstixk abhje qt as bf Gods knowledge to the preſent exiſtence of things in 
u e Hoch gire tig fame ground to call choſe acts yew, though not. ſo 
properly tranſient. Foc if one may be denhominated from its reſpect to its object, 
net the other: Nay why the ſame relatis rationis may not as well denominate 
thoſeihcts crank nt alſo, which we ao call imminent, is not eaſie to diſcern: 
For both have teſye ct an exitiaſicls abjeR; if chat ſuſſi ce : Nay doch not that 
alt which is cn led immanent, produce or effect 2. ſeeing it is; only Volendo withont 
any ocher executive aRianybar God effect ch all thing that ate eſtect ed: and 
this Helle from eternity is (ſay they) 4 in actu of thoſe things that are produced 
in dime. And therefore many ſay, that God hath no Will as to extrinſicks, but 
what is effective: and ſo that his Will hath no exttinſick ohject properly ſo called; 
but only products or effects. That one velle Dei eſt ſoperativum & eſſic ax eorum que 
valt,: and that therefore he may not be aid ta will aay thing but hat he doth ef- 
fect. See Giiecf debihert lic · c. a4. N . |» | A 2 | 


maintain the tranſient ct to be in time, and not eternal, will theſe men think to 
pro we it alſo of the immanent, For even the tranſient acts of God (ſo called) are 
not in the creature, but only reſpe& and effect them. As Capreolus (aith (li. 2. 
Aiſt. 1. g. 2. art. 3.) Talis aftio prædicamentali & que eſt motus,. eſt ſubjecttuè in 
4/50: Divina autem act io non eſt mots, nec mutatio, liges cauſet motum ꝙ muta» 


one,» ; | bt oy ec3h gs 11241 
2. But they much inſiſt on that before intimated, that if it be, ng wrangieg 
Gods luppliciry to have diverſity or multiplicity of immanent acts aſccibed bo ham, 
then it is not any wrong to his immutability to have (uch- acts aſeribed ta him dg 
novo: For the reaſon will prove alike. But that it is no wrong to God to have 
diverſity of immanent acts aſcribed to him, is evident by 1. The ule of Scriptute. 
2. The uſe of all Divines. 3. And the neteſſi:y of the thing. 1. I need no; 
rell any ma that hat h read the Bible, that Scripture diltinguiſherh of Gods ary 
tribute: chat dt aſcribech to him Uaderſtanding, Will, Memory, &c. that it 
ſpeaketh nos of his Love and Hatted, his Approbation and Diſallowance, his 
Juſtice and Mercy, as being one, not to be diſtinguiſhed... 2. And what Divines 
ſpeak 0:1erwile? even of them that make the boldeſt | coquiries into Gods nature, 
and pals of it the moſt conſident concluſigns, as if chey had ſeen the Javidhle 
.M3jeſty ; I mean the Schoolmen of all ſorts; To hom little purp>ſe were many 
a Volume in 1. Sen. for the moſt part, if is, were enough go apprehend ia. God 
undiviſible Unity? How eaſily on theſe grougds, might we ap Mae Bradmir- 
« dints,; all Taiſſes ſublime diſputes, about Gods willing fn, his order of intention, 


and of his Decrees, his Rlection and Reprabation, whether abſglute or condi- 
„tional, definite or indefinite, and de rerum poſſibilitate &., futuritions ab 4tcrn, 
wich many che like ? Its eaſie to (ay, that all tkeſe are one and the ſame thing: 


-andzhe ſamg is not before or after it ſelf, &. Let this is not taken for a ſatisfactor j 
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. ray ofdiſputiag. 3. Vea is it hot apparent; that there if nec 
Faun many ole ould you hh to conn 
how many {ins to prevent, by telling your Auditory, that Indeed and truth it 
all one thing in God to Decree a man to falvation, or to decree him to damnation? 
Its all one to Will chat you ſhall fin, and that you ſhall not in: that you ſhall die 
this day, and that your Neighbour ſhall live fourty years longer: Its the ſatiie 
thing, without any true difference, for God to Love you now you believe, and to 
Hate you while you were a wotker of Iniquity 3 to be pleaſed and diſpleaſed, to 
Approve and diſlixe; His Love ge: os; and his Hatred to Fudgs, to 
Eſau was the ſame thing, only the effects ar Hot the ſame. I ſay, how ſavoury and 
profitable would this doctrine be? | 
# And are there not the ſame Reaſons for our aſcribing ro God, the beginning and 
ending of Immanent Acts, as the Diverſity of them? Is not one as conſiſtent 
with his Immutability, as the other wich bis ſimplicity? Dorh not Scripture a- 
ſcribe to God the Inception and ending of Immanent Acts, as well as the Diver- 
firy of them ? And is there not as great a neceſſity of our uſing that language as 
the other ? How 3 were you like to ſave by telling them [God Loved 
you as well before you believed, yea before Chriſt died for you, as he doth fince! 
God doth Hate you now as much as he did when you were a worker of iniquiry, 
and is as much offended with you ſince you believed as he was when you were a 
childe of wrath | He had the ſame thoughts ef you when you were blaſpheming, 
murdering and committing adultery, as when you repent and pray, God is now 
decreeing to create the world 3 he is now decreeing to give the Law b ky ro 
ſave Noah by the Atk, Los out of Sodom: he is now Decreeing that 2 it ſhall 
ſuffer for us 3 he now knows all theſe as future: he is no more Reconciled 8 the 
werld by Chriſt, or Pleaſed in or by his Sufferings and Merits then he was before: 
God knows now that [Chriſt is now on the Croſs] or [Chriſt is not Riſen] is 
a true Propoſition, becauſe he did once know t hat ir is a true Propoſition: and he 
ceaſeth not to know it:] would this kinde of docttine ſeem ſound and edifying ? 
Do you uſe to preach thus? a. „ 

But you' le ſay, That Gods Knowledge, Will, Power, Goodneſs,'Fuſtice, In- 
finiteneſs, his Willing the End and the Means, the futurition of things, and theit 
preſent exiſtence, mens ſalvation or damnation are all diverſified onely as to ex- 
trinſick denomination, and not really: from the variety of objects it is, that one act 
of God is variouſly denominated. 

Anſw. 1. But Scotus with his followers, Sireffus, Baſolis, Trombeta le Rey, Go - 
thut ius, Mayro, F aventinus, and the like, tell us of more then extrinſick denomina- 
tions: And if there be in God a Diverſity of Formaliries 3 it may as well be (aid, 
that there is an inception and ending of rheſe Formalities in him, This doth no 
more derogate from the Immutability of God, then the other from his ſim- 

licity. « 
: 2. "Have theſe extrinſick Denominations any true Ground in the things deno- 
minated, or not ? If not, it ſeems they are all falſe, and therefore nor to be uſed. 
If they have, then what is it? The difference of names ſhould ſuppoſe an equal 
difference in the Things, A meer Relative difference, ſome are loth to grant. 
If they ſhould, as they plead for a diverſity of Relations, others may as well plead 
for an fnception and Ceſſation of Relations: (Could they prove Immanent acts 
to be but Relations.) If they ſay they are Modi or Extis rations, or what ever title 
. raſh adventurous wits may impoſe on them, = others will (ay as much for their 
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Beginning and Ending, as they do for rhjr Ninerfyric 808 that. one 2. — . 
75 2 Change in f > then ris peer Genie a bee he deſeri T7 
of Exarinfick Denomination that place it between Tur and Nihil, wake is to ig | 
nifie the order of a thing to the ſubjecꝭ which yer iz is no in. Bur then jr is a meer 
3 is Denominated 3 or if any mare, it ſhguld be ex parte objecti only 
in. our Calc. y a 
3. But ſuppoſe that it be but a meer extrinſick Denomination, and have no 
Reall — in the thing denominated ; ſee Nhat follows : But this much: That 
Gods Knowledge, and Will, and Power, and Juſtice, and Mercy, his Knowing 
me to be Godly or ungodly, his dect ing Peter ta life, and Fudgs to deach; his 
loving Facob and hating Eſan, are all one; his know ing one thing to be future, 
and another not future, is all one: But yet becauſe of the Diverſity of objects 
is meet and needfull, that we Denominate extrinſecally Gods acts to be divers: 
and ſ@ to diſtinguiſſi his Intention of the End, fram his Election of the Means; 
bis Election from his Reprobat ion, his Apprqhat ion from his diſliks, ccc. Eyen 
ſo, theſe acts in God have in themſelyes no 2 . f or End: God did never 
Begin to Love, to Will this or that, to Know He. But yet becauſe of the Begin 
ning and Ending of objects, it is meet and needfull co Denominate Gods acts 
extrinſecally as Beginning and Ending, as the objects do, and changing with 
them. For here the caſe is the ſame as to Gods Immutability, as in the other to 
his ſimplicity. And if this hold, then thoſe men that ſhould write Voluminous 
Diſputes, ahout the Beginning and Ending of Immanemt ads, would do as war- 
rantably as D* Twiſs and others do in writing ſo. ef their diverſity, priority and 
poſterlerity in nature. Nay is it not much more Juſtiß able then many of their 
Volumes ? For from Eternity there was ng reall diverſity of objects to denom i: 
nate Gods Immanent acts from, For that eſſe cogyizym vel volitum, which they le 
flie to, could be no where, but in meme & voluutate Divina: and if there were no 
Diverſity in mente Diuina at all, then what ground can he imagined of the extrin- 
ick Denominations ? For example, Peſſibilia e futurs being nothing, could pos 
in themſelves differ from eternity: Yet how great a fabrick deth Dr Twiſf build 
upon this Prapalition, that [the tranſition of things future & numero psi hullum 
in aumerum futurorum, being from Eternity, it muſt needs have an eternal Cauſe 
which can be no other then Gods Will.] Now if thare were no ſuch tranſtien, but 
in meme divinã, and if there were no ſuck notion from Eternity any where elſe, as is 
[ Future and Poſſible] and ſo it muſt be imagined to he an Eng rien Divina, then 
ic plainly follows chat there was go ſuch thing as Future, diſt inct from Poſſible: for 
in God is no diſt io Immanent acts, (as knowing Poſſibles, and Knowing things 
futurez) and in the thinge was no diſtinct ion, tor they are nothing. 

It ſeems therefore that upon your own Grounds it is as Juſtißable and neceſſary, 
to Denominate extrinſecally Gods Immanent acts, as haviog Beginning and End, 
when the objects have ſo, as it is to Denominate them divers from the diverſity 
of the object: and that if we made this our ordinary ſpeech in veluminous 
Diſputes, you could no more blame us for it, then all theexaReR School: Divines 
are to be blamed forthe other. 7 = FR if 

Moreover, ſome may think, that you do teach Infidels to deſtroy the Chriſtian 
Faith, ox teach a man to prove or diſprove what he will, becauſe ConmradiRories 
may conſiſt, e. g. If they would prove that [Chriſt is not Riſen] thus: That 
which God knoweth to be true, is true: But God Knoweth this Prapofirion to be 
ue [Chriſt is not Riſen] Therefore. The minor they prove thus: God did 
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To onceknowthis Propolitianzs be true: Therefore he doch ſo Mill : for there is n 


| rhention:: and therefore I ſuppoſe Mr. K will be of the ſame minde. 
| * 


Ending of arly Immanent act of God. It will be anſwered, That this onely 
ſthews à difference in the object, that it was once ttue, Which now is : but 
Gods act is the ſame . knowerh theſe mutable objects. Be it ſo: (yet 
whether it be certain and oati be proved fill, is by them doubted:) but is it fit 
for us to (peak of this act as one only? It ſeems then, it is all one, in God to 
know a Propoſition to be True, and to know it to be falſe. For the fore- ſaid Pro- 
poſit ion [Chriſt is not Riſen] was True one day, and Falſe the next 3 and God 
knew both. Nou le ſay, It Is all one in God to Know that to be True which is 
True, and that to be Falſe which is Falſe: but in both he knows Verè, et won 
verum: But then you muſt tell us further; what fr is for God to Know Crab) 
Is it the Congruency of bis'Knowledge to the Object, which we call the Trut 
of it? Ithink you will ſay ſo: And if ſo, then it is not obvious to ſhew how 
there was ſuch a Congruence from Eternity, when there was Nothing bur God 3 
and ſo no other object for his knowledge to agree to: For in God they were all 
but one, either in eſſe cognito, or eſſe volito; for in him is no reall diverſity * atid 
out of him, or in themlelves they were not at all: and therefore if God ktiew all 
things as many ot divers, hen they were not at all, and as exiſtent, when t! 
did nat exiſt, where is the Congtuence of the act with the 0b}e&? But all this at- 
guing is but light. | | 
Bar they further argue thus: Gods Immanent acts, which we ate ſpeaking of, 
are tide. Himſelf t and therefore as they may be either diverfified or multiplied with 
out his: Diiſi on or Compoſition, ſo they may begin or end without his Mutation. 
The antecedent they prove by that common Argument: Theſe Immanene acts 
about the Creature, are Free; God Freely Willeth the exiſtence of chis worm or 
ile of graſs; he ſo Willed it that he could Have not willed it, or nilled it. But 
own Being is neceſſaty, and cannot buy be: Therefore, r. It feems hard 
to ſay, chat God did as neceſſarily Will the pardoning of your fins, as he Is ne- 
ceflarily God: Or that he could no more have Willed one pile of graſs mote or 
leſſe on the earth, or one ſand more of leſſe on the Sea-ſhore, or one day more or 
jeſſe to any mans life, then he could ceaſe to be God. This is a ſhott way of an- 
(wering — ie ius queſtion, and of anſwering the preſumptuous enquiry, Whe- 
cher God could have made any thing better, and a thouſand more ? Itane ctiam 
ipſum Numen fato conſtringiiur ? Is it a good Argument ? Deus eſt z ergo ncteſſe eff 
Creaturas eße, nee plures, nec pauciores, ner print, nec poſterius, &e 2 One of m 
Rabbi's (by whoſe name I have acquainted Mr. K. with my ignorance) anſweret 
that Gods Decrees are Free, Solum per terminationem ad exiraneum, ſeu in 
Volitio Dei, circa objectum aliguod extrinſecum prafice eft. But this is as much as 
to ſay, No Immanent act is Free: For Immanent acts (ar leaſt if Mt. K know) 
are not tefminared in any thing without: Ot if a man ſhould (ay, that thoſe that 
have an extrinfick object, are objectively tetminated in ſomething excrinſick 3 
yet this ſeems none of the Authours ſenſe (as the word practicè ſhews :) and if it 
were (as perhaps it is) his words would run thus: [Gods Decrees ate tree, onely 
as they are ſuch and ſuch Decrees about ſuch objeRs :J which would but yield the 
cauſe, that as (ach Decrees they are not the ſame formally wich the divine Efſence. 
And were it not for the Connotation af the Object, it were no Decree, not xd 
be called, but ſimply Gods Eſſenet᷑. I am ſure Dc. Twiſſe will be fully and earneſt» 
ly enough for thoſe that maintain the liberty of the Divine Decrees which we aon 
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And that there is not ſuch clear Evidence in this caſe, as ro embolden men to 
ſuch confident Concluſions, cx to build ſo much on them, as ſome do, let Suareg 
perple Diſpute Metapb. Diſp.30, Sect. 9. teſtiſie, modo cum divine libertate 
ftet Immutabilitas? Where after the producing of many opinions, and the Argu- 
ments and Anſwers, he concludes, Ex his qua circa bas opiniones dicta ſunt, ſatis (ut 


— 


opinor) declaratum eſt quanta fit bujus epinionis difficultas ; facilinſque eſſe quamlibet 
ejus partem impug narc, quam aliquam probe defendere, aut explicare. ron 
vereor Confiteri nihil me irvenire quod mihi ſatis faciat, niß hoc ſolum, in hijuſmodi rebus 
id de Deo eſſe credendum, quod ineffabili ejus per ſectioni magi fit conſentaneum, quodgque 
ab omni imper fect ione alienum fat, &c.] And how uncertain are men, that ſome of 
thoſe things may not conſiſt with the Divine Perfection, which yet they confidently 
afficm to be inconſiſtent with it? If it be a point that is ſo farre paſt the reach of 
Suare⁊ and many other ſuch ſubtil Diſputers, I think Mr. K. ſhould not 
pretend to ſo full an inſight into it, which may raiſe him to that confidence which 
is here exprefſed 3 much leſſe ſhould he think it ſo obvious to the underſtandings 
of his infer iours. | 
How. light ſo ever Dr.Twiſs make of them, certainly they are accounted no chil- 
dren among the moſt learned of their fide, who do reach, That there ny be ſo far 
a Beginning and Ceaſing of Gods ImmanentaQs, which have a mutable object, 
without any change in God himſelf, as that they may have a new tranſition to 
the object, and ſo God may Will that which before he Willed nor, though yet it 
be all by one ſimple act. Of this minde is Penottzs, Lychetus, Fr. 4 Sancta Clara: 
And the ſaid Sancta (lars. eiteth others. as countenancing his Doctrine. But 
though there are but few for this opinion, yer for the formal diſtinctioa of. Gods 
Immanent acts (which as is ſaid, ſeems to be as inconſiſtent with his ſimplicity, 
as this wich his r there are many and that of the moſt Learned: 
Vid. que habet Scotus in ſent. 1.1, Aiſt. &. Yu. 3. & diſt. 2. Qu. 4. & 7. & diſt.3 . & 
paſſim. And Rada ſaith, that Scot? ſememiam ab e/ ug diebus univerſa Parienſi: Schola 
ſemper amplexata fuerit , necnon & Lovanienſis atque Bononienfis Academia; Et in luni- 
verſa Italia apud omnes wives dofos eff celebri & famoſa. InGomy 4. And their 
Reaſons are not contemptible, which may be ſeen in their ſeveral Writers: Spe- 
cially in thoſe that have wrote whole books of the Formalities. Oc Rada (a man 
ef a clear underſtanding and expreſſion) will afford you many in that one Conty. 
4. which are worthy conſideratien. And if Th. Faber F gventiuus his reconciling 
Interpretation of their Diſt inction Rationis Ratiocinate, will prove their ſenſe, 
then many of the Thomiſfs are alſo of the ſame minde. Vid. Faventin. Tract᷑. de for- 
malitat. cap. 3. N | 
I do not mean by this Argument to conclude that there muſt be (or in all caſes 
may be) an Inception or Ceſſation of thoſe Acts which admit of a formal Diſtin- 
Rion : But only thus, that if. a formal Diſtinction be confiſtent with the Divine 
fimplicity, then an Inception and Ceſſation of ſome ſuch formalities (or acts, 
_ formales differentias) may ſeem conſiſtent with Gods Immutability : (And 
know no other Argument of moment then left, if that be ſolved.) What theſe 
formalities are, I do not wonder, if they give but a dark account: Yet that they 
are different objective conceptions they agree. And as Rada ſaith, ad Diſtinfise 
nem formalem duo requiruntur. Alterum eſt, quod utrumęue diſtinctionit extremum di- 
cat «liquid Pofitivum in re, ſecluſa operatione Imellect us: Alierum eſt, quod utrumgue 
extremum dicat propriam formalatatem, ſecuudum quam ſt in rerum natura extra ſuam 
<auſom. And Scorus himſelf ſaith. of this as applied to God 3 N —— + 
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Some think yet clearer Arguments might be fetcht from the Hypoſtatical Uni- 
on, from the Acts of generation and ſpiration, or Love, whereby the Son is be- 
otten of the Father, and the holy Ghoſt proceedeth from the Father and the 
— and from the diſtinction of Perſons in the Trinity. But I will ſtop here 
(as having run further then J intended) leſt you ſhould miſ- interpret me, and 
think, that I own all theſe Arguments that I touch upon. I know what D. Twiß 
againſt Pexnotus hath (aid to one or two of them, and what the Schoolmen com- 
monly ſay to the ſame. I mention theſe only to ſhew that a full or clear ſoluti- 
on of theſe doubts is not allo facile and obvious, as you ſeem to ima- 
ne. | | 
r. I muſt again intreat you, and every ingenious Reader, to faſten no opinion on 
me, but. what I own, at leaſt none which I diſclaim. If I muſt be of ene fide in 
this Controverſie, I will be of Mr.Kendals fide, and ſay, that God hath. but one: 
act immanent, and that is Eternal. But my thoughts are, that we know not 
what we talk of when we ſpeak thus, and therefore I will not be of any fide in 


this. | 
„Ithink, 1. That God hath no AR at all in proper ſpeech : but both Acting, 
and Underſtanding, and Willing are by a very, very, very low: remote Analogy. 
aſcribed ro him. 

2. Let Iam ready to think, that as we are fain for our own underſtanding, to 
ſpeak of God as Acting, Underſtanding, Willing, Loving, &c. and alſo for our 
own underſtanding to diſtinguiſh his Perfections, Properties, Acts, Sc. which 
are but one, ſo may and muſt we as much ſpeak of ſome of his Acts, as begin- 
ning and ending (which yet per haps do not in themſelves:) For the Reaſon and 
Neceſſity ſeems to be the ſame. For becauſe the word [Knowledge or Under- 
ſtanding] is firſt uſed. and applied to mans act of Knowledge, and fignifieth firſt. 
only ſuch a Knowledge as is diverſified by abje&s 3 yea and man can have no pro- 
per poſitive Conception of a Knowledge which is not diverſified by the diverſity of 
Objects — onely a Negative Conception 9 therefore it is that we are forced 
to ſpeak of Gods Knowledge (and ſo of his Will and other Acts) as divers or di- 
ſtinct: as Divines generally do. And on the (ame Grounds, as man hath no 
poſitive. Conception of any Knowledge or Will, about mutable objects, which is 
not varied with theſe objects, as to the Being, Beginning and Ending, therefore 
we mult as neceſſarily denominate Gods acts about ſuch objects, as Beginning and. 
Ending, as we muſt denominate them Divers. And ſo we may well ſay, God 
willed from Eternity the futurition of the worlds Creation, and Chriſts Death, 
ce. But now he doth not will their futurition, but their preterition: and that he. 
Loveth now (as believers in Chrift) thoſe whom he before Hated as Workers of 
Iniquity 3 and that he is ſatisfied and well-pleaſed in his Son, and his Sacrifice, 
who was not ſo before. Me thinks Mr.K. ſhould think this language as fir for the, 
mouths and pens of Divines, as the former, ＋ not to be blamed. or acculed as, 
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erroneous, beeauſe improper/ as lang as we muſt ſpeak impropetly of God, or 
not at all. And I am ſute that Scripture ſpeaks of God in this language, aſcri- 
bing to him Iamanent acts, as new or as ceaſing, ani as moved by extetiour cau- 
ſes : Therefore his way of (peaking is not unſi t or intolerable, 

The Summe of all char 1 ay therefore is but this, That we cannot conceive of 

ods Immanent acts, as in themſelves they are (nor are they truely the ſame. 
things that we conceive of, when we apply the ſeveral denominations to them: 
and therefore we muſt conceive of them by Reſemblance to the Acts of Man ſo 
denaminated, ftill acknowledging the Impropriety of the terms, and diſclaiming 
all choſe Imperfe&ions which in man they do expreſs. 

But becauſe Mr. K. hath ſpoken ſo much to this point already, its like he will 
take it ill if I rake no notice of it. I will therefore a little inſiſt on the conſide- 
ration of hat he ſaith on it, to Mr,Goodwin, pag. 93,94, (butbrietly, as being 
not te me.) 
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S. 6, 

Mr. K. His is ſuch a Reaſon as moſt of your Diſciples needed your favour to reade 4 
* T Logich Lefture to them, that they might be in a Git 10 give their 
t on it: Ton not having been pleaſed to do it, I will for once gratiße them 
with a Gaſt of my oli Office; and now ſuppeſing my ſelf again in my Deans Chair, 1 
gravely begin thus. That Wnivocum is that which i attributed to ſeveral things accord 
ing to the ſame Nane, and Nature fignified by that name; as Animal tha Man- all att 
Aſſe, to which are oppoſed on the one hand Æquivocum, which is attributed according to 
the (ame Name, but u ſignifying the (ame Nuure, 45 Canis which + ſaid of a Starre, 

4 Beaſt, and a Fiſh e either hath the ſame name Canis, but their narares are as diffe 
ext as Heaven, Earth and Mater. On the other hand Analogum, which i attributed 
according tothe ſame Name, and as fignifying the (ame Nature; but not in the like man- 
ner. Now this ſame Analogum # of two ſorts, The terms are promiſcuonſly . jumbled 
z0zether by the Logickmougers, but let that be, 1. Proportionis ; when the ſame Name 
is given to things of the. Like, but not the (ame Nature: 4s Laughing, &c, 2. Attri- 
butionis : where the ſame Name is given to divers things, according to the (ame Na- 
ture: but th (ame Nature doth not agree to them alike ; but to the one firſt, to the other 
afterwards, ſecundum prius & polteritis : yea to the luer dependawtly on the firſt : as 
Subſtance and Accident are each of them Ens, à thing, &c. 
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S. 6. | 

R,B. = alictle, 1. The firſt part of your task, you have competently per- 

| formed, vi · to acquaint us of the lower O:bs of your ancient Dig- 
nity : Our diſtanee is lo great from the Superiour Planets, that we might never 
have heard of your Deans Chair, had you not happily here informed us: But I 
hope you had a more noble Imploiment in your Deans Chair, then this poor, 
common, Inferiour work, to tell men of {nivocum equivocum & Analogum, and to di- 
ſtinguiſn Analagum Proportion & Attribution: But though I had not the happi- 
neſs to be educated at your feet, yet in this your Learned; Elaborate, Polemical 
writing, I may, no doubt, expect the beſt of your Judgement; and — conje- 
cure What you were wont to reade to your Pupils by that which you here ſo grave- 
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| miſcyguſly as the Logickmongers do:] But, hen theſe. words: had i 
expectations of ſome more exquiſite Aifriburich then ordinary, or at leaft — 
apt terms, I am put off with the old diſtinction, not only common im the Scho 
men, but in the multitudes of 72 and Metaphyſick Writers, which 1 had 
thought you had diſdained: Nor the ſmalleſt Senguerdius but hath it; (onely he, 
uinh many others term it, but Barbarous ; whereas Keckermanterms it Infipid, and 


Burgerſdiciue ine: And Ryrgerſine ſaith, that Anglogorum nomine en d- 
— ada rtionem aud Ariſtote lem uocamur, rout natam . 
cap. 16. poſt c. 1 5. vero oc. 6. 1. Ethic. &c. u tamen Laine Sebalæ & 


Philaſopborum obtimnit, ut etiam ea qua ſecundum aitributionem vocantur analagorum no- 
mine cenſcantur. 

But though your Diſtinction be very ordinary, I confeſſe there is more then 
ordinary in your Explication of the members: But it is of ſuch a nature, as 
makes me begin to abate the apprehenſions of my infelicity, in that T had never 
the happineſs to be your Auditor, and to have Learned Logick at your feer; Your 
Analagum in geners, is that [ which is attributed according to the ſame name, and 
as ſignifying the ſame Nature, but not in the like manner.) Your Analogum pro- 
portions, is [when the ſame name is given to things of the like, bus not the ſame 
Kature.) Analegum in Geneve, is of the ſame nature, as well as Name. Analogum 
Proportionis, is nor the ſame Nature, but the Like. And ſo the nature of the G - 
is not in the Species; Nay they are contrary one to the other : and onely rhe later 
member ( Analogum Ateributionk) remains an Analogam, and each Species receives 
not the definition of the en. If this be the Doctrine which you ſo { Gravely 
deliver from your Deans Chair, I will ſay as you do [I cannot perſwade my ſelf 
to leave my old Doctors to follow You. } Iwill even turn to poor Keckerman, 
Burgerſdicius, Suaret again; yea ro a Rntgerſine, Facchaw, Gorlews, Serguerdim, 
Alſtedius, or any body that's near me of this generation, before I will iwallew 
what I cannot digeſt. 
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§. 7. 


Wer if Subſtance and Accident be Analoga, becauſe of — Ace- 
gy. cidents on the Subjelt, then what ever is predicated of God and the Crea: 
ture, muſt be predicated Analogically, tecauſe the creature hath it not but by 
on God, but G od independently from the Creature: And as the Being of the Cremure, 
I derived Fom God in Heri, and depends on him in facto effe 3 fo queſtionles the 
Rm d F Creature, is but a beam from the foumain of light , which iu in 
Gol, * 7 "Cannes longer ſubfiſt, then he vouchſafeth to preſerve it by a continued irradis- 
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R. B. 1 Would rather fay that Subſtance and Actident are Analogats, then 
Fe LAnalega; but you may ule your Liberty, and call the «Al 414 · 
eg. 2. 1 ſhould chinł t hat it is not directly and ſtrictly Lee of the de- 
pengance of Accidents on the SubjeQ, that Subſtance and Accident are Analo- 
£14 + bur becauſe of the Imperfect Entity wach through this dependance the Ac- 
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nerall Anlegen, [En] as appliable to God and the Creatire;that we axe now 
in on of. But ir is thoſe inferiout of ¶ Fore-knowledye ; * edges 
Will, "Ele&ion, c.] 1. Your [Becauſe] is unſound , and I conceive'ye 
_ Conſequence is falſe, vix. [then whatſoever is predicated of God and the Cxea 
ture muſt be predicated Analogically] Do you think that nothing may be ſpo- 
ken equiyecally of God and the Creature ? If you do, you are a ſingular man. 
5. I hope you do not think that our knowledge depends on God, as Acci- 
dents on the Subject: If you do, then God hath many Accidents indeed, were 
that true: I had rather: ſay, plainly, that God effecteth our knowledge (by way of 
natural Canſation in ſome re{pe&, and by moral Cauſat ian in other reſpects) as 
that which had no Being before, then to talk of Emanation as a Beam from the 
fountain of Light; conſidering what ill uſe many in theſe times have made of the 
doctrine of Emanation. 6. It ſees by your former Concluſion [whatſoever is 
predicated of God and the Creature, muſt be predicated Analogically] and by 
your preſent predication of [ The fountain of Light which is in oy that' you 
judge [Light] or [che fountain of Light} to be predicated: Analogically of 
God too. Which if you do, and this alſo muſt be by: Analogy of Attribution, 
then it ſeems Heat, Cold, Gravity, Levity, Denſity, Rarity, Compoſition, 
or what ever is in the Creature may be thus attributed to God. 7. As to the 
point ir ſelf in queſtion, 1. I will not meddle with that old Controverſie, Whe- 
ther Ens be ſpoken of God and the Creature Univocally, Æquivocally or Analo- 
gically. I have ſeen what Scorms ſaith for his opinion in Sexs.2;diſt. 12. & alibi. & 
1. liſt. 3. J. 1. & 3. And whac Auth. Andreas 4. Aetapb. gr. Meuriſſe Metaph. Scot. 
11. Nu.. p. 108, e. And Phil. Faber. F eventin. Phy Tenne. 5. p4g.6 54, 
ce. Raa, and other (ay for it: And what Occham in 1. Sem. diſt. 2. f. 8. And 
Guil. Rubio, (ay for the Nominals opinion: And what Caſetan ſaith againſt the 
Scotiſts. (By which Scotiſts the ſenſe of Univocation, Aquivocation, and Ana- 
logy, is a little more ſubtilly opened, then M. R. doth out of his Deans Chair.) 
But the Queſtion that I ſpeak to, is onely how farre Imtelligere, Felle and Agere, 
may be Attributed ro God. 2. And for the diſtribution of Analaga, and the 
ſenſe of Analogy, I think, it will be long ere the Chair-men are agreed. M eu- 
riſſe out of Rubio ſaith, Ynivocum oppom ſoli aquivoce, non vero Analogo, & denomi- 
nativo : quia Wnivocum ſe habet a4 æquivocum ſi cut {num ad ulta: Unum autem pro- 
priè ſolum multis opponitur : ſe babet autem ad Analogum & denominatroum, tanguam 
velnti ſuperius ad ſus inferiora: Quia Univocum alind eſt purum,aliud eſt non purum: Non 
purum eſt aut Analogum, aut Denominativum- Nullum ſuperius autem opponitur ſuis in- 
ferioribus : Itaque Univocum now opponitur eAnadlogo c Denominativo ; . ſed 4b 
eAndlogo diſtinguitur tanquam i niuocum purim 821 Denominati Ar 
cum quidditativum , ſeu illud quod eſt & pradicatum Unuocum & Ynipoce pra- 
dicatur. Ocbers —— . Hemom ma, diſt inet from Synonk * 
Geclenim (who ſpeaks largely of it) gives thig diſtribution, Lexic-Philoſ. p. i 00, 
I think in fitter terms then Mr. Nendal. + . 
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But I think poor contemprible Keckerman and Burgerſillcim have better explain 
ed and diſtributed Nemomma and Analag a, then afl that erer I had the hap to be 
acqua inted wich, not excepting the ſubtilleſt Scotiſts. 3. As for the application 
0 to our Queſtion; 1 Rill affirm, That the thing which the word [Know- 
' - ledge] is ſpoken of, in God, is not only mare, eminently and perfeRly in him 
then rhe Creature, but is only in him, and not in the creature ar all: And the 
thing which the word Knowledge is ſpoken of, or doth ſigniſie in man, is not at 
all formaliter in God, bur there is in him ſomerhing of aa Infinite, tranſcendent 
Excellency above ir, Which makes it aſeleſs ; and in God it would be Imperfe&i- 
on: And therefore it may be ſaid to be in God eminemer non formaliter: Ihe word 
[Knowledge] is firſtuſed to fignifie the knowledge of man: It is tranſlated to 
preſs to us that Incomprehenſible perfection of God, which we cannot otherwiſe 
conceive of or expreſs, Vet when ever we make uſe ofthe term, we cannot by it 
dur ſel ves attain to a conception, poſitiveand true, of any higher thing then ſuch 
knowledge as our own, with ſome negative additions, for removal of the 1 
fections; as chat it is Infinite, c. 75 that man can have no true poſitive Con- 
ception of the Nature of that which in God we call Knowledge : Only he appre- 
henderh ir to be ſomewhat like that which in man is called Knowledge, But Like 
is not the ſame. As geclenius out of Ariſtot. $u0rz Th dvanxcyt non ſunt won. 
ſemilia Analogia non ſunt ejuſdem generis : non ſunt eadem genere. It is therefore a 
proper ſpeech to ſay [Knowledge is not in God] and proper to ſay, it is in man: 
But yet it is a neceſſary ſpeech ro ſay [ God knows] becaule we have no fitter ex- 
preſſion for that perfection of God, which we ſo call. Aquin. de Veritate Mater. 
24 Dur. faith, Et quia nulla Ratio fignifictta per ipſum nomen def nit ipſum Dean, 
nullum nomen à nobis impoſitum eſt propriè uomen ejus; ſel eſt proprie creature que de. 
finitur ratione fignificata per nomen : Et tamen iſta nomina qua ſum Creaturarum nomins 
Deo attribuumur ſecundum quod in (reaturks aliqui fimiluudo ej us repreſentatur. The 
third Opinion which he there rejecteth is, That Knowledge is attributed to God 
ror axe ya as Anger is; againſt which he oppoſeth his fourth, Et ides"alzter 
dicendum eſt, quod ſcientia Deo attributa ſignificat aliquid quod in Deo eſt.] As if theſe 
mighi not well conſiſt ! Even a Meraphorical expreſſion doth expreſſe ſomething 
that is in God, though it expreſſe it but Metaphorically. And in Ky eg 4 
he hath no better anſwer to the fifth ObjeRion, which is drawn From | the great- 
er diſtance between God and us, then between Et Creatum & nox EA] then this, 
Ad 5 dicendum, quod Enti c non Enti aliquid ſecundum analogiam convenit ; quod ip» 
ſum non ens analozice dicitur Ens * ut dicitur in 4* Metaph. - Unde nec diſtautia que 
ft inter creatieram & Deum communitatem analozice impedirc poreſt, If the Analogy 
between Gods Acts, Knowledge, Will, and ours, be no nearer then between Eng 
non ens, ſute it is nor ſuch as you imagine, and here expreſs. And contra Gentil. 
1.1. c. 3 r. ke confeſſeth, that in omni nomine d nobi dicto, quamum ad modum ſignandi 
imperſeXid invenitur que Deo non competit, quamvis res fig nata aliquo mods eminenti 
Deo coxveniat, Now 1 ray ere, ace terms properly fitted only to mans impecfect 
Mode of Knowing, Willing, Acting. and do afford us no poſitive Conception of any 
other: ſo that if we could deviſe ſome which did comprehendGods acts perfe@e 
and mans imperfe#8,a8Eny doth ſubſtance and Accident, yet that mult not be Kno- 
ledge or Will: For theſe are the proper names of 8 imperfedtum: As if you 
ſhould ſay, Subſtamis eſt Accident. A certain kinde of Comprehenſion of the Crea 
|; ture God hath, whoſe Nature being to us unknown, the proper name is unknown 
doo, and therefore we are fain to call it by the 3 name of mans dnn 
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fon, i. e. Intellection and Science. And all Divines confeſs, that as to the or- 
der of knowing, and ſo as to the name we mult firſt begin with the creature, to 
whom the name is firſt applicable, So Aquinas contra Gentil.l,1.c 35, «Quiaex re- 
bus aliis in Dei cognitionem pervenimus, res nominatim de Des & aliis rab dictorum, 
per prius eſt in Deo ſecundum ſuum modum ; ſed ratio nominis per poſterius : unde & no- 
minari dicitur 2 ſuis cauſatis. So Goclenius Lexic. Philoſoph. de Analog. Duo ſunt di- 
ſtinguenda ; nimirum res ipſe per nomina ſignificate, & nominum impoſitio. Ad res 
ipſas quod attinet, prius eæ de Deo pre dicantur, quam de creaturis. Atque hic , proprie 
erdo eſt & convenientia, quam habent creature ad Deum; cujus ordiuis cauſa dicuntur 
nomina Analozice de Deo & de Creaturis pradicari. Quod vcro attinet ad nominum 
Rationem c Impoſutionem prius us nominibus appellate fucrunt res create quam Deus. 
«Quare quod dicimus analogice prædicari nomina de Deco & de Creaturis, quia prius de 
Deo quam de Greaturis : de Analogia reali ſcu ſecundum rem, non autem ſecundum no- 
Minis rationem intelligendum eſt. Zanchy hath the lame words, whole they are firſt 
I know not. How fit a ſpeech this is, de 4nalogia reali, I leave to others to judge: 
but all grant that the Name is firſt applicd to the Creature, and thence ro God, 
Now all this holds of meer Metaphorical cxpreſſions. 

To uſe Burgerſdicius diſt ibution, I yield that theſe names applied to God and 
the Creature, ate not Homonyma à caſu, (ſuch as 4quinas cont Gentil. ubi ſup. expre(- 
ſeth his meer zquivocals ro be) but 2 conftlzo. Bur whether the Kgatio Homonymie 
be in Rebas, or in nobis, is not caſie certainly to determine. Keckerman ſaith, 
Ambizua cx ſimilitudine conceptus eſt, cum re bus toto genere diverſis, ut Deo & Crea- 
turis, ilem nomen tribuitur ex cognatione quam mens format. Numirum intellectus no- 
ſter ut eſſentia & opcratione fi nitus eſt, ita infinite Dei natur? & atiributis concipiendis 
non cſt proportionatus atque idcirco in Deo nubil concipit directè, ſe oblique ex ſimili- 
tudine quadam, & imagine rei finite tanquam objecti ſibi congruentis. Hiuc a nobis Deo 
& utributi ejus voces certa, propriæ ac direct e imponi neq urveruut, ſed indirectæ tan- 
tum, homommæ, & ex ſimilitudine ea qua Dew nobis repræſentatur in creaturis tauquam 
eſſecti, que repraſentatio valde imperſecta eſt· Nomen Jehova, ite exiſtentis, ſibi ipſ 
impoſuit Deus, at nos ne id quidem directe concipimms : reliqua autem que Deo tribuimus, 
ut nuſericordiam, Fuſtitiam, &c. ejuſmodi vocibus exprimimus que directè impoſite ſunt 
virtutibus hominum ſig ni ficandis, indirect autem ad Deum pertincnt, quatenus nos tales 
in Deo virtutes ſimilitudine earum que in hominibus ſunt virtutum concipimus. Unde 
won minis pie quam ſcite Cyrillus , in his que de Deo dicumur, Maxima ſcientia eſt Ig- 
noram iam nd ry & Auguſtinus, Leas, inquit, mag nus eſt, ſed fone quantitate, 
Bonus, ſed fine qualitate : ut vero à nobis magnum fine quantitate, bonum ſine qualitate 
directè & plene concipi, eſt impoſſibile, &c. Et Julius Scaliger, Nulli, ait, vo- 
wo tam plene Deum fignificamus, quam iis que Ignorantiam noſtram pra- 
tendunt. 

But ſuppoſe it be granted, that the Ratio Homommiæ is not only in nobi, ſed in 
rebus, the queſtion will remain, Whether it be ob inæqualem generic attributionem, or 
only ob pmilitudinem, vcl mutuam rerum ad ſe invicem babitudinem? and ſo be Tro- 
pical ? Mr. K. aſſerteth the former (under the name of Analogy of Attribu- 
tion.) The Scotiſts have long defended theft Doctors Aſſertion, that Dem won 
| in genere. Vid. Fab. Faventin. Fhyſ. Scot. Theorem. 96. his Vindication againſt 

reg. Ariminenſis and Bacconius : and many others of them have done this at large. 
So doth Mickleff. in his Trialog. 
And if this hold, then nothing can be attributed to God and the Creature by 


this Analogy, per inæqualem generk attributionem. Yea Aquinas himſelf oft ſaith, _ 
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Deus non oft in genere (as Sarnama notes) in 1. p. q. 3.2. 5. & 1. d. f. q. 4.4. 2. 36. & 
1. cont. q em. c. 2 5. though after in g. 4e Potentiaq. 7.4.3. adult. Concedit Deum eße 
genere ſubſlantiæ reduct ius: which Scots refuteth. So Eſtius in 1" Sent. d. 8. 5. 
10, denieth God to be in ullo genere. And Sarnauus hath no more to ſay for it in 
his Conciliation (pag. 15) then this, Eſſe in genere ſtat dupliciter : primo modo ut 
pars ſubject ivacontenta in illo genere: Et fic negatu Deum eſſe in geuere. Secundo mo- 
do, ut principium Continens ipſum Genus : Et hoc modo Deus per appropriationem eſt in 
Genere ſubſtantiæ. Vid. Gab. Biel. 1. Sent. diſt. 8. 4. 1. But this is not for God to be in 
genere, but for that Genus to be in God. 

As Burgerſdicius ſaith, Omnium longiſſimè à Synonymis abſunt homonyma 4 Caſu, 
queq; cauſam homonymiæ habent in nobis: proprius ad ſynony morum naturam acce dum Fropi 
ca, ac imprim is Analoga: at omnium proxime qua ambigua ſunt ob inaqualem attributionem. 
That theſe words are not ſpoken of God and the creature univoce all ot us agree, and 
the Schoolmen have fully evinced. Alſo that they are not ſpoken gurè æquivocè, we 
are alſo agreed, and the [aid Schoolmen have evinced (as particularly Aguin. in ſums. 
de Verit. ubi ſup. by many Reaſons: And Z anuchius de Natura Dei borrows many 
of them.) But which of the other kindes of homonymy chey belong to, is the 
doubt. Mr. K. thinks that which of all other is the neareſt to ſynonymy: 1 
think not ſo: but rather tothe Tropical or Analogical, ſtri&ly ſo called, that 
is, vel propter ſimilitudinem ſimplicem, vel proportionem ( if not ſome of them, to 
thoſe that have the Ratzonem homonymig in nobis) Facchæus ſaith (Metaph. l. 1.6.6.) 
Ego vero mallem iſtam An ilog iam re ferre ad proportionalitatis Analog iam, non Meta- 
phoricam illam (quomodo videre attribuitur oculo & mentt) ſed propriam, quomodo prin- 
cipium dicitur de corde, & fundamento dom. Sothe diiclaims Mr. K's Analogy of 
Attribution: If the thing be not utterly uncertain to us, who know ſo lice of 
Gods nature. But that we may venture on a conjecture, I ſhould rather ſet the 
Creature at a greater diſtance from God then they do: and thiak that theſe At- 
tributes are all Tropics], ſomewhat Metonymical, but moſtly Metaphorical. I 

never law (in 4quznas or any other Schoolman that ſpoke for it) any cogent Rea» _ 
ſon to prove, that Intelligere, Velle, Agere, Amare, are attributed to God in any 
other kinde then Reminiſci, Gaudere, Odio habere, Iraſci, &c. Only a gradual dit- 
ference, I eaſily acknowledge, v. That Intellizerec# Velle having leſſe Imperfe- 
ction, have therefore leſſe impropiiety, And who knows not that there is a wide 
difference of this ſort among Metaphors, ſome being very near, and ſome ſo farre 
fetcht, as to be Carachreſtical Durandus (aich (in i. ſent diſt. 3 4. J. 4) Nullun 
nomen attribuimus Deo iſt ex Creaturis: non enim ponimus nomen nfs ret quam mtelli- 
gimus 3 & quia non intelligimus cum, niſi ex creaturis, & tantum quantum concludi- 
mus ex creaturis, ideo nullum nomen mponimus Deo niſi ex creaturis, & quantum ad illa, 
qu concludimus convenire Deo cx creaturis : conſtat autem quod non omnia nomiua qua 
attribuimus Deo dicuntur de eo tranſlative & metaphoricè, & c. Solum autem illa nomi- 
na dicuntur de Deo tranſl tive & metaphoricè que fi ;nificaut ſpẽeciales qu dditates rerum 
creatarum : vel perfectiones ſecundum modum creaturis convementem, ut Leo, Agnus, 
Sentire, &c. «<uta res fignificata c nomina non eſt in Deo, ſed aliqua ejus ſimili- 
tudo, ut fortitudo, manſucrudo, tio fingularium, que in nobis pertinet ad ſeuſum. 
But I would fain (ee it proved, That Intelligere, Vete, Agere, do not as properly 
lignifie perfectiones ſecundum modum ( veaturis convenientem, as ſemire doth? And 
when we (ay ſegetes fluctuant, flutuation is no more proper to the motion of the 
waters, then Intelligere, Velle, Agere, are to the perſections and action of man, 
or other rational creatures. And whereas they ſay that the terms are * — 
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God, wich a Remotion of the Imperfections which they imply in us, I anſwer, 
So they may ſay of thoſe lower terms, which they” confeſſe to Metaphorical, on- 
ly allowing a gradual difference of impropriety. Nor doth it follow therefore 
that there Xu truth in theſe expreſſions of God, or that they are no helps to our 
knowledge of him, or means o demonſtration. For Metaphors are not as pur 
equivocals: There's ſome common reaſon in the fimilirude, rhough in the firſt 
and proper ſenſe the name be proper to one. When we ſay, Segetcs- flufuant, we 
enpreſſe not only Motion, wherein both agree, but a motion of the Corn like that 
of the Water. I think, as I ſaid before, that it is no more proper to call God 
Seientem, Volemem, Agentem, then to call the Firmament a Nut-ſhell, becauſe 
both ſeem to have a convexity or concavity, er contain ſomething elſe within, &c. 
Or to call the Sunne Reptile, or a ava Js thing, becaute it moves, and ſo do 
creeping things: or then it is proper to call Knowledge, Light, or to put Video 
for Enches 2 Mt. K. cals God the fountain of Light before.) Tte >criprure 
ſaith, God i Light: yet I think chis will be eaſily confeſſed a Metaphot: and think 
it is but Metaphora propiuquior, to ſay, Deus Imelligit, Vult, Agit, & c. And this I 
judge after long conſideration of what Aquinas hat h (aid, 1.14.4. 1. & f. 19.4.1. 
& alibi: and many other Schoolmen to the like pu-pole. 

Shall I adde one Argument for the Negative (that it is not by Analogy of At- 
tribution, that Knowledge, Will, Power, c. are attributed to God and the 
Creature; as Exs is to Subſtance and Accident) ad hominem (pecially ? That 
Knowledge which is the ſame thing with Will and Power, cannot be the one of 
the Analogates with our Knowledge which is not the ſame; in this kinde of A- 
nalogy ob inequalem generis diftributionem : (ſuppoſing Knowledge to be the Ges 
un Analogum.) But Gods Knowledge is maintained by thoſe that I diſpute wich, 
to be the ſame with his Will and Power) many ſay, they differ but denominatione 
extrinſeci;) Therefore, & c. For the proof of the major, conſider : Elſe on the 
fame grounds [ Power] might be thus analogically ſpoken of Gods Knowledge 
and mans Power : For where there is no difference in the Thing, there needs to 
be none in the Name, as requiſite from the Nature of the Thing (but only from 
ſome extrinſick reſpect or ule) But Power may not Analogically be ſpoken de 
Poteſtate humana, & ſcientia diving Ergo, &c, Common reaſon and uſe of ſpeech 
confirms the minor. It ſeems therefore to be evident truth, that as it is from ſi- 
milirude, or ſome Tropical reſpect, that Gods Immanent acts, have divers 
names, rather then one alone: ſo is it from the (ame reaion that they have theſe 
particular names, rather then other: And conſequently that theſe names are not 
Analoga inaqualis Attributionis nature communis; but Analega Proportionis, or Tro- 
pical. Durandus — 2. J. 2.) ſaith, Alia eſt opinio qua mihi videtur ve- 
rior, viz. quod diſtinctio attributorum, ſecundum rationem nan poteſt ſumi, uiſi per com- 
rationem ad aliquam realem diverfuatem actu exiſtentem in creaturks, vel poſſibilem. 
—ay prob. i. fc. Differemia Ration, nifs fit falſa & vana, licet ſit completive ab intel» 
leffu, oportet tamen quod habeat fund amertum in re : ſed differentia attributorum ſecun- 
dam rutionem non poteſt habere ſufficiens fundam in natura diving abſolutè accepta ; 
uiſi comparetur ad realem diverſttatem qua in cre eſt, vel eſſe poteſt, ergo differentia 
attriburorum divinorum ſecuudum rationem, non poreſt ver? ſumi niſs per comparationem 
ad creaturas. Major patet : ratis enim, quam intellectus format, niſi fundetur aligualiter 
in re, fide eſt & vana, &c. Vide relig. 
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I will only adde the words of Burgerſdicius Metaphyſ. I. 27 c. 8. §. 1. —— 
(arributs) quæ creaturis communicari poſse diximus , ſaltem 4] dvanxoyiay: que 
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Mmen analogia non inipfis Dei attributis, ſed in ipſorum id i fone operatianiba 
renda eſt. Nam cum attributa inſinita font, æque ph ipſa Dei eßentia, — 
tributa incommunicabilia , nullam habem cm creaturls a y ννν,t, niſi in ſuis 
ſais operationibus circa obhjccta Creata & finite, Apply this to Immanent 
Acts. | 
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§. 8. ; | 
Mr. K. pag. 94. F Fore- knowledgein God aud the ('reature be not univocally the ſame, 
as ſurely they are not, then is this Fore knowledge attributed to God 
and the Creature, either Equivocally or Analogicaliy : If Equivocally, then bath the 
Fore- Hedge of God and ibe Creature only the ſame Name : But that i not ſo; for 
God, I hope, fore- knows a5 truly as the Creature, and the Creature may ſometimes #ruly 
fore-know. So that here is more then 4 nominal agreement between Gods and the rea- 
tures fore-knowledge, It remains therefore that thi fore knowledge be attributed to 
God and the Creature Analogically : but is this Aualogie cither of Proportion or Aitribu- 
tion ? If of Proportion, then either God or the Creature is is ſaid to fore-hnow, but ei. 
ther Metaphorically or Metorymically, If only Metaphorically 3 I pray which of them 's 
but Metaphorically ſaid to ſore- Auw? Notthe Creature, & c. And ſurely much leſs may 
God be only Metaphovicalliy ſaid to fore. know theſe, and all o1ber things that ſhall come to 
paß in all Ages. If only Mctonymical!y, as ſome things are ſaid to be bealthy, becauſe 
they have the figns of ſanitj in them, ( am bold to uſe the Boyes inſtance in this caſe) Is 
either God or the Creature cnly Metor:ymically ſaid to fore know ? Not the Creature, &c. 
Nor uu, for he is the Author of our fore-knowlcdge : and therefore though-his eſſeuce be 
not the ſubjefFof- bis fore-knowledge, v or his fore knowledge au Accident of bis Nuure, 
yet is he ſaid to fore Ano without being bebolden to any ſuch Trepe for it. It reſts 
therefore that fore knowledge is attributed to God by more then ahis Analogie of Propor- 
2 and conſequently Ly that of A —— Now I demand which is the _— 
Analogatum ? Gods /ore- knowledge, or the Creatures ? <Yueſtionleſs Gods : there be» 
mg infonitely 3 Cauſe to ſet the Cromn on Gods — 9 an that of the 
Creatures, then there is #6 ſet it on ſubſtance rather then accident. If ſo, &c. then an- 
ward, as A nalogatum per ſe poſitum tat per famofiori. Analogato, ſo true ſore- 
knowledge memioned by it ſelf, muſt alwayes be conſtrued ofthe ſare knowledge lof God : 
and therefore fore-knowledge is moſt properly. attributable io God, And thus being now 
willing to reſign my place, H æc ſufficiant pro nunc. | 


——_— 
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S. 8. 

R. 3.4 FI had once done with you, I would take heed of dealing with a Chair- 
man again in haſte, for your ſake: for I finde I run upon a great d iſad- 
vantage. For the credit of ſuch mens underſtandings is ſo great with themſelves. 
at leaſt, that they need no Argument, but their bare affir mat ion to carry the 
Cauſe, Your ſole Argument | fic dico] doth pur me harder to it, then if you 
had many: For what to ſay to this, I do not well know. Diſpute againſt it, 1 
cannot: and to ſet my Negation againſt. your afficmation, will not do, till we 

ſtand on even ground. N 
1. Aquinas de veris. and many another Schoolman (and Zauchy aut of them), 
might have helpt you to more cogent Arguments, againſt meer æquivocal deno- 
mination, When you ſpeak of Gods fore- 3 as [truly} that mond 


— ha 


[38] 

is either oppoſed to ftigned and- falſe, or to improperly: that in God which the 
term [ fore- knowledge] doth denote, is Truly in him, and him alone, but that 
2 the word L fore- Knowledge] doth properly and primarily ſignifie, is not 
in God, 1 8 | 

2. Our Rabbis (as you call them ab alto with a (mile) do ſeem to.us punies, to 
make a fuller diſtribution then you; as I have before ſhewed : and therefore we 
take yours to be defective, and conſequently your reaſoning void: I have told you 
of divers that pleaſe me better. 

3. How greedily did I reade on, and follow you at the hceis, ro ſee how you 
proved that it is not ſpoken of God Mecaphorically ? and when I come to the bu. 
ſineſſe, What's the proof ? Why you ſay. [ (urely much leſſe may God be onely 
metaphorically (aid to fore-know.] Y ou pale your word on it: And this is the 
knotty Argument that I cannot anſwer, becauſe I am not of your ſtanding in the 
Univerſity: A little more of the Univerſity would have done me no harm (as you 
lay) when I am to deal withthis kinde of Argument. | 

4. Our Tutor Burgerſdicius told us, I remember, that inceteris tropis non minus 
eſt homonymiæ locus, quam in Metaphora. And therefore Metaphorical and Metony- 
mical, are not a ſufficient enumet ation. 

3. Do not think ever the worſe of your ſelf for uſing the Boyes inſtance: for 
(as you have partly ſalved your credit by intimating that you are above .iry ſo) 
Aquinas, Scotus, and moſt of the Schoolmen that I have read, beſides Zanchius, 
and many another of our great Divines, do make uſe of the lame inſtance ; And 
to play with this bigger ſort of Boyes, is no ſuch diſgrace to you, - 

6. Here I meet with a ching that runs in the form of a Reaſon : NM r hes che 
Author of our fore- knowledge] therefore he fore-knowerh not nei NMetonymi- 
cally. I confeſſe the Concluſion is true 3 bur I ſee not the reaſan of the .conſer 
quence. As I remember a Metonymy of the effect is, when the- ethgienc 
is ſignified by the name of the effect, either by a Verb, as pallet pro 
metuit, or an AdjeRive, as mors pallida; ot a Subſtantive, as ſcelus pro ſceleſto (I 
purpolely chooſe the Boyes examples, as beſt beſeeming me.) And I have heard 
men often call Mr.Nath. Wurd, Diſcolliminium, and the ſimple Cobler :, And the 
Author of that Comedy, by the name of Ignoramus. I confeſſe it is a good Ar- 
gument [ He is the Author of our fore-knowledge , therefore he hath fore-know- 
ledge eminenter, or ſomewhat that is more excellent then fore-knowledye.) But T 
dare not ſay, that God hath formally in himſelf whatſoever he is the Author of. 
For he is the Author of Nutrition, Augmentation. Compoſition, of Sorrow, 
of Fear, of Hell, of Worms, Toads and Vipers. But ic was the former (the 
Metaphorical Denomination, and alſo that of ſtrict proportion, which ſome di- 
ſtinguiſh from the Metaphorical) which I had hoped you would have diſproved. 
But I mult rake what will be had. | 

7. You think you plead for the Glory of the Divine Majeſty, when you tell us 
he need not be beholden to a poor Trope. As it we ſhould diſpute, whether the 
Sunne do creep as reptilia do ? and I ſay, Yes, Metaphorically: and you will 
ſand up for the honour of the Sun, and (ay, we debaſe it; and that ic doth creep 
without being beholden to a poor Trope for it: Or if the Queſtion were, Whe- 
ther the Sunne be a Vegetative, or ſenſitive creature ? and I ſay, Yes, Metonymi- 
cally : for it cauſeth Vegetation and ſenſe. And you will ſay, It is Vegetative 


without being beholden to a Trope. What a Patron is he of the honour of man- 


kinde, that will prove that he is a Worm, a Beaſt, Nothing, and his life _ | 
. 5 
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* 
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dow, a dream, a Weavers ſhuttle, without being beholden to a poor Trope! Yet 
are theſe unſpeakably nearer, then the names of man and his acts, to God: for 
imer ſi nitum & infinitum nulla eſt proportio. | TT ei 

8. Vou conclude that the fame ſias Analogatum, is Gods fore- knowledge, your 
proof is [Queltionleſs it is lo :] As ſtrong as the reſt. But, when. I look furs 
ther I finde ſomewhat like a Realon : [there being Infinitely greater cauie to ſer 
the Crown on Gods fore-knowledge, &c.] My dread of Gods moſt ſacred Ma- 
jeſty, forbiddeth me to ſet on him ſuch a Crown of Vanity. As if the Sun muſt 
be the famoſius Analogatum inter Reptilia, becauſe the Crown of [ Creeping] mult 
be ſet on its head! What if we ſhould yield ro you, that the term | Knowledge, 
Will, Action, & c.] being firſt Meraphorically applied to God, that yet it is 
partly Analogical quoad inequalem Generis attribuionem, the term expreſſing 
(though improperly as to one) a Nature common to both? It would not yet fol- 
low, that here the more noble ſort, even Divine Knowledge, &c. were the famo- 
fius Analogatum: For though it be moſt excellent and unexpreſſibly glorious in it 
ſelf, yet the term agreeing firſt with the lower, eyen humane Knowledge, there- 
fore that is the famoſius Analog atum, as being the thing moſt famouſly and noto - 
rioully meant by that term, If you ask, Whether the Sunne do gliſſen (as Glow- 
worms, or rotten wood) or do Rutilare or Candere ? It you ſay, Lea; yet I think 
the Sunne here is not the famoſius Aualogatum, though the light which this werd 
intendeth be more eminently in the Sun, then in the other things. 

You conclude, that [true fore- knowledge mentioned by it (elt, muſt alwayes be 
underſtood of the fore-knowledge of God.] Is that ſo indeed? 271 | 

1. Why then do the Schoolmen generally acknowledge, that the names are all 
2 applicable ro the Creature, though the thing be moſt excellently in 
God ? 

2. Then, it ſeems, it is not a ſtrictly proper ſpeech to ſay [Man knows, or 
fore- knows, or Wils, oraQeth:] for none of the Homonyma, are ſpoken of both, 
in ſtrict propriety, But if you would undertaketo prove, that God. may in as ſtrict 
propriety be ſaid to Know, Will or Act, as man is, there are many that would 
undertake to prove the terms Univocal : which in moſt Divines Judge- 
ment, would be to prove, that man is God : an opinion, which our new 
world in the Moon (in Anglia lunatica) have very confidently imbraced of late 
years. 

In a word, Sir, my thoughts of man, and his Acts, Knowing, Willing, are 
ſo low, and my thoughts of the Infinite God, ſo high, or at a loſſe, when I go 
about to have any poſitive, true apprehenſions of his Nature, that I conceive you 
and I can no more tell what that is in God which we call Knowing, Willing, A- 
ct ing, then my Horſe can tell what Reaſoning or Diſcourle is in me, or there» 
abouts. And yet I believe that the Knowledge of God is eternal Life too, u. 
Now (as to the beginning) to know that there is a God, and that there is ſome- 
what in Him which mans Knowledge, Wgil, Goodnels, Juſtice, &c. have ſome 
exceeding, low, diſtant reſemblance of, and which we cannot better apprehend 
or expreſs then under ſuch notions, and by ſuch terms 3 it being yet in it {elf of 


more unconceivable excelleney. And though I know the Schoolmen are confi- 


dent (without proof) that Scire, Velle, &c. do expreis no Imperfect ion, but only 
Modal, and therefore may be applied to God (which I conjecture will allo be your 
Argument) yet I do not believe that Aſſertion. Comparatively to lower or equal 
Creatures, it may be ſaid, that it is not Impetfection, which they expreſs. But 


— 


my 


abſolutely or compataively as to God, it is Impectetion : Not only ſome accĩ- 
dent or Mods, but the very thing expreſt by theſe terms, is Imperfect: Elſe the 
Creature ſhall have ſomerhing equal to God, and ſo be God. And if it were bur 
a Modal Imper fect ion; yet when the term doth ſtrictiy and properly expteſſe that 
Imperfect Modes it (elf, as well as the Thing, then that term cannot be applied to 
God any nearlier then Tropically, Knowledge, Will, Actioa, and all the terms . 
fitted to man, are ſo ſtrictly fitted to expreſs the humane Mode, as well as that 
which you ſeparate in your Intellect, and call perfect, that it cannot be applied to 
one without the other; but abuſi vely or ttopically ; No more then [creeping] is 
applicable to the ſwift motion of the Sun, when the term doth intimately fignibe 
the ſlowneſs and Mode of the motion, with the motion it (elf, 

God forbid that I ſhould d>ubr, whether that in God be Perfect, which we call 
Knowledge, Will, Action: But what it is that under theſe names of infinitely 
remote ſimilitude we do expreſs, What earthly man can tell? Becauſe I believe Gods 
Immanent acts to be perfect, therefore I believe them not to be the (ame thing that 
man apprehendeth under theſe terms. 

Oh that frail man were more acquainted with his Nothingneſs ! then would he 
not dare ſo to lift up himſelf in compariſon with his Maker! Then would not 
the Chriſtian world for ſo many hundred years have been filled with quarrels a- 
bout unſearchable Myſteries 3 and the great Divines of the Church, be the great 
Dividers of the Church by voluminous contentions, and cenſorious, uncharita- 
ble; zealous emulations about Gods ſecrets : They would not have faitened- upon 
utter uncertainties, and things unrevealed, and then have ſtiled theit fancies [the 
Octhodox Doctrine] and reproached or quarrelled with thoſe that were diſſenters. 
The world would not have been altogether by the ears about things that they 
know no more then a beaſt knows what is the ſoul of man; ſuch as many of the 
Schoolmens wtitings are, and moſt of thoſe points in which the Controverſies be- 
tween the Arminians and anti-Atminians, the Jeluites and Dominicans, are ulti- 
mately reſolyed: Yea, and your Academ cal Chairs would have been better im- 
ployed : and then God would not have been ſo provoked againſt them: Nor 
ſhould I have needed ro fear that your Chair is coming down, while I reade here 
that you are coming down; not have cauſe to ſalute you ſo ſadly at your deſcent, as 
fearing a future vacancy of your reſi gned place. 


— 
— 


| S. 9. 
My. K. Pag. [ Shall now ſee what Mr-Baxter ſaith, though not to auſwer this Arg u- 
| ment, or any other, yet to detract ſomewhat from the Reputation of the 
Conelufion, that there can be no new Immanent act in God, but all are Eternal. 


— — —— 


| S. 9+ 

R. B. 3 feign a Mong end to a mans ſpeeches, is uſually the way to faſten 
on them a falſe and alien ſenſe. I therefore who am better acquainr- 

ed with my own End and meaning then M.. K. is (as well as he knows me, by 
looking through his Proſpective · Glaſs from Cornwell to Kidderminſter) ſhall berter 
acquaint others what was my meaning in the words, which he faſtens on. And 
this is the true and plain Analyſis of my words. | 
Having afficmed Juſtification to be a tranſient act, and that therefore the In- 


— 


ception 


It is not thoſe Immanent acts, whoſe object is God himſelf, which is 


- 
# 


WS -; | 
br nr no muttion in God, Ia fare j ro meer with the opinion 
*Twifi; takes it cobe an Immanent Ad, and therefore if it mould 
begin rr change in God. (Not (peaking of that in foro 
I Theſe two Canclufons therefore I took as certain, and neceſſary to be held of 
every knowing Chriſtian. | $444 
1. That God doth not change. 
"2, That God doth not pardon or juſtiſie men from Eternity; (no nor 
from the time of Chriſts death) and-therefore that he doth in time juſtifie and 
forgive men, even when they believe. Theſe two Concluſions being Cettain and 
neceſſary, I rake the later as aſſaulted by D. Tyiſ; who thereby would make them 
ſeem inconſiſtent, 
His Argument is, Juſtificarion and Remiſſion are Immanent Acts, therefore 
from Eternity. Tathis Ianſwer, 1. By denying the Antecedent: For I had 
2. Having premiſed, thm no act aro Immanent in God Poſitively but onely Ne- 
gatively (as Schibler ſpeaks 3) I anſwered, That many doubt Whether Imma- 
nent acts are any further Eternal then Tranſient ads (which I will open anon 
when we come to it:) and therefore that th is not a matter of ſuch — as 
the Propoſition oppoſed is: and therefore Uncertainties muſt be reduced to Cer- 
rainties, and not Certainties ro Uncertainties 1 f. d. I am ſure God dothᷣ not 
ardon and Juſtifie from Eternity from plain Texts of Sctipture: Bur you are not 
{or all Immanent acts are Eternal any more then Trankent are 3 Therefore 
if theſe two Propoſitions were as inconſiſtent as you imagine, yet I would rather 
hold the former, and let go the later, then hola the latter and let go the former. 
Here I ſuppoſed ir objected, that it is not to be endured that any ſhould 
God of mutability: bur the foreſaid Doctrine doth ſo: Therefore, G. To 
which I anſwered, that there is no change i God: and they that de hold this 
opinion, do yer hold it is conſiſtent with Gods Immunability't and I gave two or 
three ſhort touc hes of thele reaſoning + If you ask me, whom I nicagg 1 anſwer, 
I mean Lychen, Pennottus, Franci/cus 8 Sauct᷑a Clara, and in part Suarct and Bur- 
ns, in the words which 1 ſhall anon eite in his Meraphyſicks. And mark 
that I do not (ay, that theſe plead for the Inception or Ceſlation of Immanent 
acts: but that Immanent acts are new as Tranſient are 3 that is, not quaad ſub- 
um actus, but tranſnionem in object um ertraneumm. For here it is erde — 
only thoſe that are about the Creature; Note alfo, that I — of own- 
ng this opinion; but had ever ewned the opinion of the Eternity of all Imma- 
nent acts; and ſo farre as the matter is diſcernable, do hold to ir ſtill: hut I take 
the point in Queſtion to be paſt our reach; and therefore not of ſuch Certainty, 
as to encourage us to rejeR a plainly revealed truth, upon ſuppoſitĩon of their in- 
conſiſtency. | i:: 5 
Aſter this I returned to my firſt Poſition, and made it my full, final Anſwer, 
that Remiſſion and Juſtification are Tranſient acts, and not Immanent, and 
that in this I had moſt Divines on my fide, though they did not ordina- 
rily explain the Nature of this Tranſient Act: which thereupon I more fully 


explaig'd., ' | 
ſis of all theſe words about Imma- 


..” Thus; Reader, I have given tHe true Anal 
Hd, which MK, makes the occaion of his quarcel with me: un 
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en 


de 


[4] 
de layeth ſach a heavy charge on- And, I think, if I had ſaid no more to him 
bur onely given you this true Analyſis, it had been enough to ſatisfic the im- 
partial, and Judicious, and 0. free my words from that ſandy -incoherence 
and ſenſleſneſs, which (not underſtanding them) he doth faſten on them in his 
charge 3 and to vindicate my ſelf from thoſe corrupt intentions and errours which 


he intimates. 


ah 
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h 5. 10. | 

| Ar. K. Ir 3 ſaith he, As haue not the reſheft of the Adjunct᷑ to its Subject, but 

F Agger 20 its cauſe : Therefore new Immanem «AF, will not inferre an al» 
teration in God: Therefore, &c. | 
Fo ibis antecedent; I anſwer, 1bat no Act iu properly an effect, or relates as ſuch to 
the Cauſe : the 4d Len — ty then the effeff, as Mr. Baxter may pleaſe to 
R letapbyſickt, whom I think enough to name in general, 
#hough he uſeth to quote them ſo exact ly, as it were ihe Gbapter and verſe. 1 [2 


— 


S. 10. 


K. 4 F I have learning enough to underſtand your meaning, you endeavour in 
theſe words to — Concluſions. The firſt and principal (and L 

think, the whole ſcope of your writing) 48, that I am . Ignorant and. unlear ned. 
The ſecond and ſubordinate is, that Immanent Acts are certainly Eternal, or that 
the change of them will inferre a change in God. The firlt you prove by my Pe- 
dantick citing of Schibler and Burgerſdicius, the Boyes companions, and that as 
if they were Doctors in the Metaphyſicks, and that ſo exactly, &c. which you 
think it enough to name. To this I an(wer,_ 1. Your Argument labours of two 
diſeaſes, 1. Obſcuricy : which may make ſome, chat know you not, conjecture 
that your deſign was ſcarce honeſt, which you ſo carry under hand by ĩntimations, 
when yet it ſeems the great Cauſe of this your undertaking: For my part, I think 
ou would never have mentioned my name here, but to this end. 2. Of Meed- 
ſneſs : If you had ſtooped ſo low as to conſult me in this buſineſs, and opened 
to me your deſign, I could by three lines have ſaved you the writing of theſe leaves: 
but that's too late: But yer I may prevent your voluminous labour perhaps for the 
future, if I do it yes. Be it known therefore to all men by theſe preſents: that I 
R. B. do confeſs my. ſelf ignorant and unlearned, eſpecially compared with 


ſuch as Mr. K. and his Genius, - Habetis < reum. What need you 
any more Witneſſes? I hope now you may ſave the main labour of your next 


Vet, let me tell you the reaſon of my crime, a little more fully. I take the com- 
mon good to be the beſt. I have about thirty Ttactates of Metaphyſicks by me 
(an ill workman, that needs ſo many tools) and I value theſe two or three Com- 
mon ones which I cited before all the reſt : and I think ſo do the Schools hat uſe 
them moſt commonly, Nor do J ſee any great reaſon hithero to take MK. for 
a more learned, authentick, unqueſtionable Doctor in the Metaphyſicks, then 
Suarez, Schibler or Burgerſdicim, as bighly as I value him above my ſelf. Nor 
indeed did I ever before this, hear of his name (to my remembrance 3) much. 


Eſſe of his Metaphylical wridings. But as ſoon as ever Mr. Kü Metaphyfcks come 
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been 
i you had not leſt our the iat -words$ [y Immanent; they 
mean Negatively, not/Pofitively.} Fot by this they thiat ſee all. might 


derſtood that, 2. It is Gods as that 1 ſpeak of, 3. And you do out of yeur 


own brain, affix the Ergo, as if it were mine, making that an Argument; which 
I there take as preſuppoſed. The reſt we will come ro anon. | 
: W 3 res hs 


— > - : — N — 


| 691844 Ve IJC i... 4 8. 11. | 
Ar. K. F whenthe fire warms my ' hands, the heating is not the eſfect 3 bus 
| = the Heat produced, in my hand by the fire. This heat now is confoderable 
three manner of wayes. I ſhall not honour my Papers with the neme of Suarez for 
* referre my Reader, if be be a young Scholar, and not ſati fied in it, to hu Smith 
and Brere wood. Rd eee „ 
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R. 3 again ! You will make men believe that I am grown to ſome Repu- 
| tation of Learning, when you think it neceſſary to uſe ſo ſmany words, 
to prove me a freſhman. Is not one word of your mouth enough to blaſt the repu- 
tation of ſuch a puny ? 4 


r 
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8. 12. | 

Mr. K. L ther, 1. As it encreaſeth, end in order to the higheſt degree of heat, and 
E ſo it is called Motion, which in nothing elſe but the — in feri. 

2. As th received into the ſubjeſt 3 Paſſion, heating like beating being 
ar woll taken in 4 Paſſive ſenſe as an 
and ſo it i; called action: but this aRion again & confiderable two manner of wayes; Ei- 
ther P byſically or Logically. Phy fically, and ſo the Patient is the ſubject of it : the beat 
which undergoes »heſe ſeveral denominations, being iu my band, , ſuppoſed. 2. Lo- 
gically, and ſpthis action ic but an extrinſecal denomination, and the Agent is the ſubject 
of is ; 'Ngw take it how you will, Action kan adjun#, as denominating the agent, no 
way an effect as an action, &c. | | 


— — 
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a | 5. 12; -- 
R. B. 1, THe werd [Effect] is lometime taken for every thing that bath a 

Being and a Caule, and ſo every Action is an Effect, as having a 
Being dependant on its Cauſe? ſometcime it is taken more reſtrainedly, for chat 
only which is permanent after the Action, or is Effected by it, and ſo Action is 
not an Effect. 2. The uſe of your diſtribution or diſtinctions to our buſineſs 
ſeems to me ſo (mall, as that I know not well to what end you bring them forth. 
3- The order of your diſtinguiſhing I have no great minde to learn. 1 ſhould ra- 
ther have diſtinguiſhed Logical and Phyſical Action, in the firſt place, had there 
been any uſe for it. 4. But your Logical action we have nothing to ſay to: Nor 
did I ſpeak de ſubjeito predicationis, 5. Let I have no great defice of imitating 
* . H 2 = 


db. 


ive.. Or, 3. Ar it i derived from the Agem, 


Yyous 
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in calling the dhe. ſabject of the attrinſecal denoniidation M. A. 
— It is your Phyſical Action, which is ſo denominated : — of eh 
verbal predication [4883-1 would willingly! ys chat the Agent is the fubjeft, 
6. But it is your Phylical which we haye nom to de with: and that not us 
ir is in T, for lo it is Paſſion, aud not formally Action. Wherber Cree 
opinion of a Real difference be true or not (which yer may have more ſaid for ir 
then ſome ſuperficial anſwerers do take notice of) yet formally its like it will. be 
granted, that they are not the ſame : And therefore you ſhould ſpeak of Action as 
Action, #t dicit egreſſionem & dependentiam ab agente, and nor as it ſigniſieth Paſ- 
ſion, that is, Reception of Action, and The effect of it: and ſo the Patient is not 
the fubject of Action; Ner do I believe ita fir ſpeech to ſay, that Calefaction is 
in your hand, though galor be. But we' mult hear y eu fuether 3- to how great put- 
vole wa ſhall (ee. , | | . ber 
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6. 13. | 
MK. 1. om take it how you will, Action * an adjunct, as denominating the 
N Agent, #6 my an Effett, as an Action. 2. Nor doth it carry 
that ftile in any of theſe learned Sophies, commonly quoted by Mr. Baxter with ſo much 
rEVerence, | 


— 


— — 


S. I3. 
X. . I. 8 you ſo l is it an ad junct as denominating the Agent, take it how 
a I will > What if I take it, [as it is received into the Subject, and 
called Paſſion] which is your ſecond ſenſe? Why ſaid yeu that your Logical A- 
Qion was an extrinſecal denomination of the Agent, if your Phyfical Action be 
ſo too? When you ſeemed by this to difference them? 2. Imarvel that my Re- 
verence to theſe Sophies ſhould be the matter of ſo many of your lines, and you 
ſhould think ic neceſſary to rehearſe it ſo oft: Sure you are jealous that your Read» 
er will be very unobſervant of your weighty obſervations» Bur, Sir, is not Reve- 
rence a ſign of Lowlineſs > Why then are you offended ar it? You ſhould rather 
applaud me, and ſay, If &, B. do ſo much Reverence « Surrey , a Schibler, a 
Burgerſdicim, if he knew me, how much more would he reverence me { Bur, to 
deal more plainly wich you, the further I go in peruſal of your learned Labours, 
the more I perceive my Reverence to abate. Let any man _— un ſelf judge 
by the next paſſage, whether you deſerve more reverence then theſe Rabbies and 
Sophies (as you have honourably be- Tirled them.) You boldly and flatly affirm, 
That Action [is no way an Effect, as an action, nor doth it carry that ſtile in any 
of theſe learned Sophies, &.] Eithet this Aſſertionãs True or Falſe. If True, 
Mr. K. bath got liatle : but I am falſe, if this be true. If it be falſe, either Mr. K. 
knew it to be lo, or he did not, If he did, and yet ſpoke it, and that ſo confidently, 
then he muſt pardon me for Reverencing theſe childiſh Authors before him. If ir 
be falſe and he knew it not, then, 1. He is one that will ſpeak boldly what he knows 
not, and accord ingly to be believed. 2. And then it ſeems he knows not what he 
ſuppoſerh his Boyes to know, and he looks at as his 4. B. C. I will finde our 8 
Tertium to ſalye his credit as ſoon as I can. If there be no other, I'le lay it on 8 
ect of memory, coajunct with a certain audacity, to tell the world in print, that 
thoſe things ate not ritten which. he read when he was a boy, and hath ſince 
Jorgorren.; . * 15H 5 Let 


— p 


| 687 | 
Let u trytbe truck of his Aſſertion · I mbſt not tell him of ſome Schoolmen- 
— ofophrical Writers, that call [action] an effect, for then he ill 
ſay,” Thoſe are not in 2 Ir muſt therefore be the very {ame 
men, Let Schibler ſpeak firſt Met. l.. c. 10. Tit. 3. Punc. 2. . 54, Quad ad ati 
iamanentem ute 3 dicitur ea Immanen: ab im maxendo, quod ſcilices in Mane, 
Ewſtimo tamen eum uon eſſe itelligendam Pofirve,ſed Negative. Nam aftis 1 
tali eſt, eſt in agemẽ, hoc „ Quian0n tranfis ad Patiens. In ipſo autem agent? 
non eſt per modum 4 „ ſed fempliciter ad ipſum comparatur m ad Cauſam. unde 
bec Propofitio, Homo imelligit, vel difþutat, non eſt ut adjun##i de ſuljecto, fed ut Et 
fecti de Gauſs: Erpater; Nam eAfﬀtio tranfiens un llum habet 459 2 um, ne quidem 
ipſum patiens, ut viſum eſt. Ergo etiam act io Immanens à fortiori non poſtules ſubje tum. 
Conſequentia firms eft, quia actis tranfiens magic eũ ex ſubjeffo, & mags poſtulat ſub- 
jeftum, quam affio Immanens. Sed aftio Tranfiens in eſſe A#ionh, nullum habit ſub- 

jectum, &c, ZEigo & confirmatur,” quod Afi ut fic , non dicit niſs egreſſum # virtute 
 afijuaalicujus agemis, Egrefouedutem opponitur 70 efſe in. Et hinc relinquitur genera- 
tim ode actione ut fic, eum non poſiulere ſubjectum. Neq; enim Gems debet bubere 
N atur am repug namem ſuis fpecrebus, &c. | | 

Yer more, that you may be paſt doubt of Mr.K's Veracity and Ingenuity, lib. 
1. cap. 2 2. Tit.28. Art. 1. Cattrum vox effeti ambigua eſt, &c. Primd- Propriè && 
Adequate fignificat cauſatam Fecialner, nempe cum connetato reſpectu ud cau- 
ſun eſiciemem, c. Dernde eſfectum ſumitur generalius & per Synecdochem pcciei pro 
genere, gun modo dicitur æ quipollemer ad Cauſatum, quomodo jam Cicero loque hatur, 
Fan praterea 30 eff (feu & (C uuſatum) aliquando ſpecialiter accipiuntur 3. 
pront cam efſe ſtans e permanens poſt actionem: In quo diſtingumnur contra effe- 
ct ionem vel aftionem, vel motum : atque ita aliqui aiunt Act ionem non ; 
ſed id quo praducitur effectus. Hit tamen cammuniu E fefium e Cauſetum ſumunur ,. 
Z iciturgue id omne ( auſatum quod habet efse per dependentiam ab aliqua C auſa froe fir A- 
fio, five Res per Attionem fatla. Atque ita etiam Ramus in Logrc,l.1.c.9, Huc, in- 
quit, in dactrina Effefti, pertinet motus & res mota ſa cta, &r. Vid. uh. 11. Et Art. 
3. De effefto ſpecialiter dito. Nibil autem occurrit hic explicandum præter ſpecialia 
nomina effe ctorum; gon Sig , wipynue ,omtrnidua, c & min 
. ons. Igitur &ipyeie boc loc hi al —— ipſa Actio, Damaſc. lib. 3 de Orthod. 

Fd. c. 15. eam definit, quod fit efficax & FER nature motus. De hoc effect s 


genere, hoc eſt, de Acłione, imelligendus eft iſte Canon, Ceſſante cauſa ceſſat effe- 
ctus: Effect inquam qui eſt coigyeic : (efſante Patre ceſſat, (non Filius ſed) Genę- 
ratio Filys « Architecto ceſſat (non domm ſed) edificatio. exagynua tntem 
opus eſt poſt atfionem manens, & c. gg quantleq; generatim fignificat operationem, fi- 
cut & Latinavox Aﬀtions, &c, Fil. relig. | 

So in his Compend. Philoſ de Logic. l. l. S. 1. c. 5. p. 17. Ad effect um tanquam exemplam 
ejus pertinct motus, & res motu fact a. 

And Hp. l 2. c. 3. Tü. 17. n. 630. he ſaith, Rep. Eßße 1 — in voce 
creati em is: C rectum enim Ens quandoque d icitur id ſolum quod per Ad ionem creativam 
incipit eſe, quodque eft quaſi Creationi terminus : Et fic Creatio non ei aliquid creatum: 
<Luandoque vero Creatum E ns dicitur omne illud quod. dependemer eft ab Enie incrtato, 
fe id fit per modum Actienù, five per modum rei falta 
per adtionem. Et hoc modo Creatio eſt quid Creatum. Calipvizs Metaphyſ. Divin. 
Simile quid eſt in voce Effefi vel Effect: Dicitur ſaithp. 324. In genere cauſa- 
enim quandoque effectum pro co quod e Act ion tum eſt oper atio, & &i ea, 
Term, us modo dom ws, v. g. e < .Aliquando vel opus & aigyrua- 5 

H 3 | | 
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vero ſumitur communits ut dicatur effectum quicquid 2 Cauſa eſt, five id 'fre per modus 
Actions ſeu motes, hve per modun.rei per motum facts; Et ſic etiam ipſæ Ationer di- 

cuntur effe#a, & c. Atque its ficut noſtraæ Actioner ſunt effecta, ipſe tamen nou poſtulent; - 


ut per alias act ioues ſi au, & . 14 Z Mens 
So lib. 2. cap. 1 0. Tit. 3. Art. 3. n. 31,3 2. Nam & ipſæ Aﬀiones dicentar effect pra. 
ciſe, & is ſe, quia habent eße dependens aliunde, &c. So n. 41, 42. & n. 49; 50, 5. 
Et confirmatur per Ari ſtot. I. 3. PH T. 200. Ub: ait, eundem Actum eſſe Agentis —— 
2 quo, & patientis tanquam in quo, hog eſt, ibi habet reſpectum effecti; hic vero habet 
refpctum adj unc i. "IT BEER Wo) | 
Again, I. 2 c. 3. Tit. 14. n. 4 18. Potentia ad ſuum Actum comparatur ut effect um illium, 
Vue IntelleFio, v. g. eßet effect us potentiæ intellectiuæ, &c. 17 70 nde 
Now let Mr.K's audicors conſider the next time he aſcendeth his Chair, how 
farre their great Maſter is to be credited, and with what Cautions his moſt conſi- 
dent Aſſertions muſt be received. Let a man ſpeak never ſo many Docteinal un- 
truths, we may modeſtly and handſomly confute chem without offenſive language: 
but when men ſpeak ſuch palpable untruths in matter of fact, I love not to diſpute 
with them, ſceing a man hath no anſwer for them, beſeeming their errour, but a 
plain deſideratur veritas, which ſeems ſo unhand ſome language that it is uſually ill 

taken what ever be the cauſe. | ef 
Bur let us hear another of the Sophies, vix. Suarez, Mectaph.dif.18. Sec. 10. n. 

8. Duod fi nomine Effect us comprehendamus uon ſolum rem product am, fed quicquid 2 
virtute 4gentigmanat, fic conce dim us act ionem eſse aliquo modo effectum agentis, cum fit 
dependent vel potius ipſamet dependentia ab illo: Eſſe autem E ffectam hoc lato modo, non 
repu⁊ nat cauſalitati : quin potius in omnibus cauſis quas hact euus tract evimus, Cauſalit as eſt 
effectus cauſe, &c. | | 
It were no harꝗ matter to produce more Reverend Sophies for Mr. K. who uſe 

| the ſame language and call Actions Effects; but —_ abour 
Vid, Alting. Pro- ſo ſmall a matter, I think it is not worth the labour, In this 
blem. Theologz. much the Readec may perceive to what a loſs of time he may 
part. 1. p. 55. be lead in reading ſuch Controverſies, where men leave the 
Things, and fall upon Perſons and Words, out of an earneſt 

deſire to finde out ſome way to caſt Contempt upon their Brethren, 
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| S. 14+ 
Mr. K. VVV was wont to be more common in horſe · fair then An Actio ſit in 
Adgente, which with the knack of this hackney diſtinction, every dull 
Fade could turn at their pleaſure, ani hold ſometimes affirmatively, ſometimes negatively. 
do then thus ſarre little is ſaid to the prejudice of that truth, that there is no new Immanent 
act in Gd? g 
. 
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$. 14, 
XB. 3 horſe· fair, and hackneydiſtinRion, and dull Jade, are pa ages ſo 
I profound that I muſt paſs them as unanſwerable by any that hath not at- 
tained to your Degrees. , Bat doubt leſi you knew allo how common it is to main- 
rain the Negative on other grounds, and to (ay, that A Tio eſt Agent, nou in A- 
gente : and this is the language that I have hitherto thought fi:teſt: and your con- 


trary juJgemear alone will (carce move me to chinge. Ay for the ſafety of your 
I Concluſion, 
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R . / "+ ' - 
* | Concluſion, I muſt tell you, it is ao 
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ed ſufficient by ſo many. I cited the words of Schibler to that ſenſe even 
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cate it againſt one that never oppoſed — it. e for J 71 M —_— 
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. 13. rs 
Mr. K. = Though this ſbould be graxted to Mr.Baxter to be truc in af tranſin 
ent, yet an immanent af i queſtionlefs an Adjurct, and not onely denomi- 
nate the Agent, bur iubere in it. For I ack, 15 Knowing or Willing 4 Subſtance or 
Accident ? an Accident queſtionleſſe, If an Accident ; In what Subject ? d of 
the Agent, you will finde no place where it may ſet the ſole of its foot, Therefore 
it I in ihe Agent, and ſo an Adjunit : and if ſo, ſure Immanem as in God muſt needs 
infer an alteration. For : pie 


mrs 
— — 


| S. 15. | 
A* Confeſs your firſt on- ſet (ſo ſudden, fo cauſleſs againſt a feigned Ad- 5 
| verſary) made me ſuſpect you to be ſome pugnaciſſimum animal (as Dr. 
Twiſs cals his Adverſary) but your proſecution. puts me out of doubt. 1. Had 
you confined theſe ſpeeches of yours only to the Creatures Acts, you had ſaid but 
as many others have done before you: Bur it is Gods acts that you ſpeak of, as 
you aſcertain us jn,yeur application [and if ſo, ſure Immanent acts in God maſt 
needs infœre amalteration,} But indeed do you believe that God is compounded 
of Subſtance and Accidenx,? Yea doth the comentious diſpoſition ſo potently 
carry you on, that you dare ſpeak in ſuch confident language, as to ſay that it ig 
Lan accident queſtionleſs] which you, attribute to God? What could FVorſtius 
have ſaid more ? 5 you had concurred in opinion with your Brethren, 
that uſe to call Gods Immanent acts, as diverſified and as diſtint from his E, 
ſence, only Extrinfick Denominations : But it ſeems you think otherwiſe (for a 
little time, while your haſt doth hurry you that way per modum nature.) 2. If you 
ſay, That you meant onely this much [Immanenc acts are Accidents inherent in 
man: Therefore they inferre an alteration in God] Lou might ſo eaſily fore: 
know that I would deny your Conſequence, that me thinks ſo great a Diſputant 
ſhould not ſo drily have * over the proof. I do not ſtick on the ſttangeneſa 
of the Concluſion it ſelt, that * 2 acts in God muſt needs inferte an alte= 
ration 3] which is againſt yourſelf and all Divines, who maintain that there are 
Immanent ads in God. For I doubt not but yeur haſte which the diſputing itch 
provoked you to, cauſed you to pur: [ImmaneotaQs] for new Immanens 8cts. 
3+ Bar its ſtrange, that you could herhink you of no anſwer that might be made 
to your Queſtion [It ap Accident, in what Subject 2) when you know it is 
fo common to deny that Inhefion is neceſſaty to every Accident ; And: 
when you know that in this caſe an eſſe ab, or a dependant Egreſſs, is affirm« 


now, where; he purpoſely oppoſeth that which you aſſerted, lib. 2. cap. 10. Tut. 3. 
n. 54,5. I will not trouble you to rehearſe them. it being a Book ſo farre be- 
von. Now to your Proof. It 6s &. 0 = 


| 8. 16. Mr. K. 
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Mr. K. Lor, 3. Though Action as 4 ion logically confidered, be but an extrinſecal 

Denomination, and ſo only denominate uhe Agent, not inhere in it, as much 
of Reality as there is in all Tranſiens A ions being in the Patient, even Phyſically, or ra- 
ther Mctephyfically confedered ; yet theſe Immanent aflions have their Terms too, ſay the 
ſaid Sages, and thofe in the 4gemt 3 be that hath 4 minde to took, my ſoon finde it in 
Suarez, or bis Scapula Schibler, in the predicament of Action. Thur then the firſt 
bots bath done little execution againſt ihm truth, that there can be no new Imwuanent 
Act, in God. | 


5. 16, 

R. B. 1 S this all the proof that we have waited for LImmanent actions have their 

terms too? Ji. Either you mean it of all Immanent acta, or but of ſame, if 
bat of ſome, then it is a learned Atgument:[ ſome Immanent acts have — 
T herefore there can be no new Immanent acts in God.] But I ſuppoſe you mean 
it of All: But then by [terms] do you mean C object: ] which ſometime are cal- 
led termini? Oc do you mean, the form to which the action tendeth, and which 
by it is produced or induced ? If the firſt; then the Termins of theſe Divine acts 
which we are ſpeaking of, is oft Without, (as we uſe to ſayz) as when God knows 
eth, Approveth, Willeth, Leveth the Creature. And therefore ſome fem ill 
not call theſe Immanent acts, but onely thoſe whole object is God himſeli. But 
I ſuppoſe you mean the later, and then, 3. Vou might eaſily foreſee, that though 
J had yielded all that you ſay of the Creatures acts, yer I would deny it of Gods: 
And blame me not for it, if I be leſſe bold then you: and if I date not imagine 
that there is in God either Motus or Terminus ad quem, or effect, or form acquired, 
when he Knows, Willeth, Approveth or Lovech the Creature. Lam in that 
you believe no ſuch thing f, when the diſputing itch is a little allayed. But 
however, could you poſſibly think it ſo obyious and eaſie 'a poinr-as'to need no 
proof? Why have we never'a word here to that end; who need ſo many? I love 
not theſe Happy Diſputets that can prove that by filence, which neither them- 
felves nor any other can prove by Argument, If you will flie ro your Analogy, 
and fay [There are Ferminiationum Immanextium in mana: Therefore there are 
ſoin God) I ſnould tell you that you may as *wiſely- ſay [There a Accidents, 
Effects and Matations in man: Therefore there are ſuch in God. ] At leaſt 1 
fhould imporcune you for the proof of your conſequence, 4. Burfor the Terms 
of Immanent Act ions you lay [ The ſaid Sazes (ay ir] and Che that hath a minde 
to look it, may ſoon finde it in Suarex, and his Scapala Schibler} Truly, Sir, I 
have hitherto hinred your faults in Iconies: bur I think it fit to ask you now (ſee- 
ing it is not once or twice, nor a flip of your pen) how you dare put ſuch things 
in print, and (er ſo light by honeſt Truch-celling, and leave ſuch things on re- 
cord againſt your ſelf ?-You that do tams faſtu referte us to Sthibler as out Secpula, 
ſure know his Doctrine: or at leaſt, if you know it not, you ſhould not rake on 
you to know it, and ſay, we may ſoon finde that in him, which he ſo largely and 
purpoſely diſpures againſt. He ſai:h indeed, that ſome Immanent acts have terms, 
asSyllogizing : but that cannot be your meaning: for you well know it will do 
nothing to interre your Concluſion: But doch not Schibier (C. 2. c. 10. Tit. 3. art. 5. 
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ite tharmany Immanent ad have no teram, no not 
— — Mm ? and conclude 
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Met. 2. C. 10. Tit. 3. n.54. — n. 64. But let this — how it — in man, 1 
very conſideutiy deny that chere is any ſuch act in Gad, either of Knowledge 
Will, as is eicher is: the pred icamemt of Action, or hach any Terminus in hi 
ſuccher chen as himſelf is ahe object of any act. And therefore you ſhould: t 
E that ſuch Acta ae in God at all, before you diſpute whether they may be in 
him 10. 
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aur XC Gus eber al ſuch Tmmanent act, are am more 


c, ic much queſtioned] {aith Mr. Baxter. By = 
I prigy? . as beeworn be von nl trchr riſes tro 


told you bia now, being in ihe Patient, Ium mem inthe Agen. 
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X B. 1. y, too happy wit l — hat h not wich Moſes ſeen the 
O 152 parts of God, but hath taken ſo any demo his Na- 

ture, that ic candiſcern-asclear adifference between his ſeveral acts, as between 
heaven and earth I dare not attempt the like ſurvey : but I may receive inſtru- 
ſtruct ion from you that have ſurvey'd it. And What is the difference? Why 
[rrankent acts are in the Patient, and Immanent in the Agent.] What's che 
proof ? Why it is this [Lcold you ſo but even now.] This may be a Demonſtra- 
ion to thoſe that are capable of it: but recipitur ad modum recipientis : with me you 
have loſt your Authority, ſo farre, that I need another kinde of proof. 1 will 
racher call it Puſſion chen Action when it is in Patieme. Forms dat women : and 
Paſſion and Action are not the ſame form iliter, hat ſoever they may be matetiall y. 
Nſe the names promiſcuouſly, if there be no difference in the things. 

Nou nom the ſubtil Scotifts ſay, That Act ion and Paſſion are not the ſame, 
and that Act ion is in the Agent. And I have yet ſeen no reaſon to preferre Jou | 
before 8cotur. Burl rarher lay, chat Trankenr Aſs are ab agente, but ne N 

3 a8 having a Cauſe but no Subject, as 1 have before expreſſed. 5 
And you ande in my Scgpale, Net. l. 2 c. 10. Tat. 3. n. 51. That Omne atci | : 
eſt in Uoſeaſs u Neguivo, &c. altas loquends de geueruli eſſemis accident u, no a | 1 
Inbercado, þ rigoroſe 10quamur , ſed in co f jd 44 «cctdons — aficit ſab 2 


>" pang ſi ve ext efſentiam, 6 
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rigeroſe loquendo non inhæreat, taman ſatis habet de ratione accidentis,quia ſubſtamtiam af: 
ßen c denominat extra eſſextialiter.  Unde porro reſp. ad affump. proſyiiog. admitten- 
do quod eAftio Tranfiens non fit in Patiene ,  loquendo de act ione ut fic, & ſub 
eße Aﬀionis, Vuod igitur Aftio tranſfiens dititur ofſe in patieme, id non eſt Intel- 
Ligendum formaliter, ſed materialiter : nempe illa res qua eft Aﬀio ef in Patiene i nou 
tamen ſub formali eAfionis, ſed ſub formali paſſionis : Eadem enim res que Actio eſt, 
eſt etiam Paſſio. Now I hope you are more accurate in your ſpeeches then to uſe 
to denominate from the matter, rather then the form: and therefore I hope here- 
after you will forbear ſaying, that 4#io ef in Patieme, how common ſoever it may 
be. At leaſt remember that you humbled your ſelf but even now, to uſe a Hack- 
ney diſtinction, with which every dull Jade could maintain the Negative at their 

leaſure. And what if I adventured ro uſe one Argument, Actio eft efficientis cau- 
altas: At efficientis Cauſalitas non eſt in Patieme: Erg6, Actio non eſt in Patiente. 
The major I prove by Infallible Authority, vi Mr. K's, pag. 136. For the miuor, 
If the Cauſality of the Agent were in the Patient, then we might fitly call it Pa- 
tiemi Cauſalitas, (For the name ſhould be fitted to the ching) But that were 
abiurd, Therefore, c. Further, That which is in the Patient is a Gauſatum, 
or effect of the Agent per Aclionem vel Cauſalitatem. Bur Cauſality. or Action is 
not a Cauſatum or effect of the Agent per act ionem vel canſalitatem : Therefore that 
which is in the Patient is not Action or Cauſality. The major needs no proof; 
and its meant of every received form. The minor hath a full demonſtration, ux. 
Mr. 's Authority; who denieth Action to be an effect. And thoſe that be not 
moved with his authority, may obſerve that J here take the word effect] in the 
more reſtrained ſenſe as ir excludeth Cauſality or Action; and therefore that I ſay 
Lit is not an Effect per eATjonem]- and that is proved fully, in that otherwiſe, there 
muſt be another Action to effect this Action, and lo ininfinitum. Bur I did not 
think to have ſaid any thing on this. All that Mr. K. can expect we ſhould grant 
him is, that Actis qua Paſſo eft in Patiente ; but ſtill Actio tranfiens qua Actio non 
eſt in Patiente, no more then is an Immanent action. Or if ir were, yet the Au- 
thority of ſo many learned gain» ſayers, makes the difference ſeem ſcarce ſo clear as 
that between heaven and earth. 

Moreover, that which in God we call a Tranſient Act, is by the Schoolmen in 
greateſt credit, affirmed to be Gods Eſſence only connoting the creature-Relatio to 
it: ſo that beſides the creature it ſelf (which though Scots cals Creation, yet is 
ſure the effect and not the act) and beſides the Relation (which can be no proper 
act) there remains nothing but Gods eſſence, to be the ſubſtance of the Act which 
we call both Immanent and Tranſient. (Apreslus faith, Nulla Divina operatio aut 
act io qua formaliter ag it aut oper atur, eſt tranſieus in paß um, fic quod in paſſo formalitey 
recipiatur, cum ejus agere fit ej us Velle tg Intelligert, qua ſunt act iones Immanentes, Sed 
conced; poteſt quod divina ao dicitur quandoque — propter reſpᷣectum rations ad 
realem effectum in Creatura, ut Creatio, Conſervatio, &c. I. 2. liſt. 1. g. 2. art. 3. And 
the Thomiſts (laith Suerex, Met. diſp. 20. 5. 5.) ſay, That Nox ſalum (Cxeatio, 
verum neque ulla act io reſpectu illius poteſt eſſe Tranſient. Where then is Mr. Ks clear 
difference as between heaven and earth? 

And though I am loth to put my finger into the fire, by medling with Mr. K. 
any further then he invites me, yet perhaps he may expect I ſhould ſomewhat take 
notice what he ſaith of this point to Mr.Goodwin, pag. 1 50, 154. 

1, When he ſaith, [There are ſo many Immutations in Gods Eſſence] if 
traghenr operations be the ſame with his Edience, Cc. I deny the conſequence: 
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becauſe the Terminus or effect lo not the ſame with his Bfſence, tho 
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nn the Act but one. 2. To his ſolution of the fitſt Que- 
ion, where he ſaith, It is a myſtery — all underſtanding, that God ſhould 
incline the heart to believe and not act anew, c.] I ſay, I believe him for the 
myſteriouſneſs. But as all multipliciry comes from Unity, ſo do all tempo 

from that act which is Eternal. To all Mr. * Inſtances the Schoolmen ſay, Tr 
is the effect only that is New: In giving the ſpirit, faith, raiſing Chriſtzg'c.God 
had no new act: Vet God did it by Pelle, which is his eternal act and effence- 
To his anſwer to the ſecond Queſtion, I Reply, M. Ns Queſtions are inſipid and 
fallacious. [Did he Plant faich by making Plants? Did he make me to differ by 
making the world ?] For though it was by the (ame act, yet that act hath divers 
denominations from its reſpect to divers objects. To Lmake the world] conno- 
teth a particular. object, M. the world : and therefore the act which cauſeth you 
to believe, cannot be called [ Creating the world] not becauſe the act is not the 
ſame, but becauſe ir reſpe&erh not the ſame object. The third Queſtion belongs 


not to me. To the fourth I ſay as before: the act is Gods Velle : his Felle is his 
Eſſence: Therefore Eternal. His Queſtions [Whether the world were drowned 


by the ſame AR by which it was made ? &c. ] are anſwered as before: It was by 
the ſame AQ, viz. Velle Diuinum; but to be denominated variouſly according to 
the Variety of objects which ic doth reſpe& and connote, Even as ic is the fame 
AR which is Immanent and Eternal, which in Time is denominated Franken 
from irs reſpe& to the effact. | 8 
But Pag. 154. I finde him citing Mr. J. as ſaying [Learned men Generall 

acknowledge, that (the act) is really and formally one and the ſame thing wich 
bis Eſſence:] And Mr. K. ſaith contrary, that [ No man ever aſſerted Tranſient 
acts to be the ſame with the Agent] and that [all Tranſient acts be the ſame 
with the term, ſay all men that meddle with Meraphyſicks)] and he appeals ro any 
Reader that hath ber taſted the firſt principles of Logick, Truly theſe two Di- 
Vines are — contrary : and have bewrayed both of them that which they might 
have concealed with much more credit to their Reading. Yer Mr. G. may inter- 
pret — ich (ach limitations as may bring him off in part: but Mr. Ks 
preſumprion and boldneſs is intolerable. When a man of ſo (mall R ading as L 
am, know ſo well, that the Metaphyſical Doctors do ſome ſpeak one way, and 
ſame another: as I undertake by quotations now to manifeſt when I ſhall under- 
ſtand ĩt worth any time and labour. I remember Me K's words in his third Epi» 
ſtle of the ſufficiency of [a pair of Sheers and a mer-yard.]J Bur ir is not ſofarre 


4 


| ſufficient without more Reading, as to encourage a tender conſcienc't man, to 


averre untruths ſo confidently, that [No mas ever afferted, &c.] And where he 
ſaith [ The Queſtion is nor of the acts of his ill, but of his Power, &c. ] Know- 
eth he not chat Dr. Twiß and t he highly honoured IT homiſts do make God to work 
per eſſentiam, and ſay, that his Power is but his Will, called Power in reſpect to 
the effect which it doth produce? Vid. Aquin. 1. . ¶ f. art. 1. 4c. Truly me thinks 
that Mr. K. doth even to the meanly learned expole himſelf to great diſgrace, to 
ſay ſo boldly, that {all men chat meddle with Metaphyſicks ſay, that all Tranſi- 
ent acts be the ſame with the term. Did he never at leaſt teade Scots ſo oft ab 
ſerting and arguing for the contrary? Nor any one of his followers, nor one of 
all the other parties that deny this? If he had not, yet he ſhould have bluſhed ſo 
peremptorily to affirm what he did not know, - At leaſt he-ſhoald have Known 
that Schibley hath this Concluſion, _ he largely argues for L; HH 
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tendunt ad terminnm uon ſiumt venliter idem cant termisd] und ſaith C. OY 4 
Galore p ucie diſtingai. And h there tels you of Vence, Amen, cos 
leg.Contmbric, that ſay as he: An leaſt he that ſo derides me for citing theſe paerile 
Authors, ſhould not have dared to fay All men [that meddle wich —— 
lay as he in this, when both common School-books, and the two molt fum aus 
Sects of Schoolmen, Scotiſts and FThomiſts are againſt him (as Sudpey will tell 
bim, dip. 48. fer. 5 n. 2. of Cajet. Hiſpalenſ. Flundr. & conveumitey s copift c.] And 
for the fuller anſwering of Mr. Ks Queſtions before mentioned I defire the learn. 
ed Reader among orhers to peruſe the fore ſaid Anſwer of Capredierto e“ 1 5. 
arguments in l. 2. ſent. diſt. 1.3. 1. 6.3, But I muſt intreat you ſtill ta tememuber that 
my own opinion is, That action is 3 aſer ibrd to God at fl y nay farre 
more Improperly then men will eaſily believe : Suareꝭ himſelf Ateraph. 45. 48. 8. 
5. n. 11. maintaineth Gods Immanent ads, Intellagere & Veut ate properly not acts, 
nor to be ſo called. But of this before. 

Reade alſo Gibieuf. de Libert. l. 1. cap.2 5. $. 13. ſnewing that the act whereby 
God made all things of nothing is Eternal : andc.6. 23. And Cardin, Con- 
rarenus de pradeſtinatione, dg: — 606. ſaith, Simplici & Unica: Alone, 
que cum ipfius ſubſtantia cadem eft (f tamen ſus ſpamiam eppeliare livet) omnes effefins 

educit : ita nullo etiam tempore aut temporis aiequa parte, act ionem cia cuntineri, &c. ] 
Vid, Aquin. contr. Gent. I 1, 2. 6.35,36,;37. 7,18, 19. 5 

And that the Action is nor the (ame with the Fermium, fee the Arguments of 
Ludovic. 4 Dola de Concurſu Part. 1. cap.2. $.6. Again: is cited by CD iw 1. 
ſent. diſ. .f · 2.4. 3. as ſaying thus, de por. Dei 9173. 4 1. d 12". Dei Actis e avorus 
cum ft eus ſubſtantia . dicitur auiem incipere agere rutione noui effeſtus, qui ab areyna 
2 tur diſp eſtionem voluntasi/ qui mielieg uur quaſi aft ionic priacii in or. 
eckum. 

2. But the 2 part of the aſſigned difference goes down with me no better, 
but much worſe, 1. In that he knows, I think, that it is not fuch a commonly 
received opinion [that Immanent actions are in the Agent] in s Poſitive ſenſe; 
and not meerly negative, as that he ſheuld think it needed no more- proof then 
his mentioning. I gave him the oppoſi ion of one Sophie, 2s hd cals hin, even 
now, 2. And if it were ſo in man, I again tell him, that 1 will nov rake hip bare 

word, no nor his oath, that it is ſo in | 
But Mr. K. muſt needs know who they be that make queſtion of this. What if 
it. were but ſome private familiers of mine ꝰ Muſt Mr. R. needs know their names? 

ut I had thought he had been well acquainted with the doctrine of Lychen, 

ennotuc and Santa Clarã in this Point, Who affirm, That the act in ir 
ſelf be God himſelf, and ſo eternal, yer the tranſition of it eo NG and 
ſo the denomination may be new; and ſo that God may to day predeſtinate him 
that before was not predeſtinated, or Love him that before was hot Loved; and 
this without any change in God. Indeed theſe are the mem that I means I thought 
with theſe men of the form you had deigned to be familiar: but becauſe 
you [peak of the matter {6 ſtrangely, I will come down again to our own form, 
and rehearſe a few words of Burgerſilivine familiarly known to thoſe at your foor- 
ſtool. Metaph.l.2. $.16, Eft enim in Dro concipitndas ng Am, qui bit And eff 
quam efSextia divina. Hic attns reſpicere poteft diverſe oreats, ſeu, quid eddent 
yedit, Dems per iſtum aum tendere poteſt in divtrfu objefta, vel etiam wn rendere: cr 
eum in illa tendit,revers ex vult : Dixi in objet a credtd : Nam feneerigfum Dem now puteff 
ton amare. Decreta ext Dei dus invetuns; titum ſcitivet , & illine a — 
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Fa Dei vel Immenſitas , vel. A ternitas : ſed libera eft illims — | 
ad pc : que tamen guis nibul, Deo aiſlit emu, (ed ſolum denomingioncm 

erna, ſumptam a contetatione objects cyea?, tanquam termini ſe, neque compdſition 
eficereporeſt, neque mmationem. uod adeo verum eſt, ut cxiſtimem, fi Dam decrats 
reſcinderepoſſer, illud imper fectionem allaturam Dev, non propter mumionem Pecrtta- 
rum, ſed proßter car ſam mation, que aut imprudentia ſemper eſt aut impotentia. 

Liareꝭ lat h (och a like paſſage, which Fr. a Sancta Clara reciting, anſwers: this 
Objection about Imprudence or Imporency, as Peſnanienſis before him: Problem. 
ware, pag. 31. fet hac ratio ejus eſt Achilk, ut recte notavit Poſnanienſis: Nam in- 
prudentis vel inconſfamiæ vitium non eſt, fiquk propefiris duol us lenis, primo cliga mi- 
tus benum & poſted majus : niß forte ex paſpexe reltimore diſſculiati, vel alia inordua- 
ta affectiune d proveniat 3, ut patet de beno calibatis & c0njugii. Deus autim nullo mo- 
do 6bligatuy, net pdſPonibua laborat, ſed ex mera liberalitare hoc non illud eligit: Ergo 
poreſt e gere fine #014 inconſtantiæ. Hac ile. Unde Auguſt. Si nonespradeſtinaras, 
Fc in præ deſtineril. Et Ambrofius Lin c. 1. Luc. Novit Dominus mutare ſentemiam, 
f m noveri emendare delictum. Subiiliſſmus etiam Brad wardinus dicit, bans ſementiam 
ſuum ali quanto pulſaſſe animum, & c. | 

Thus I have given you ſome anſwer to your incredukous Queſtion [By whom L 
pray ?J But another kinde of anſwer might be given, concerning another ſort of 
men, who deny the AQ it ſelf to be Gods Eſſence, but ſomewhat that bath no mort 
Being then a Relation, or a Formality; or Ext rationk rutiacinaa, or at leaſt then a 
modus Emu: and conſequemly that as this may be without any compokitianin God 
(which t e by the canfeſſion of our;own Doctors) ſo may it begin and 
end witho N tion in God. But I'le not offend Mt. K's ears with the names 
of theſe men. + 
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eternal, nor ed but iht t end 
or eli a change . 2 —— So ihas iſ the meming — 


red. M heiber (cm asc Acts, be no more eternal then tranſſem Acts] tat 6, ſome 
immanend Acts be not eternal, the A returns withibe old charge, that an_ahteri> 


tion muſt be yielded in God ammanent Arts being not 10 be reckoned with any colour among 
ccts, but adjuncts, and wo ground of pm¹nE ) ſuch new immuanens Act inGod in time, 
hich J demonſtrate further thus- | 
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ms" 1 
R. B. T He meaning of my words is not hid, but according to the proper literal 
ſenſe, and I had ſome reſpe& co che two ſorts of men before-mention- 
ed, but chiefly to one. And what I (ay in Reply to your words, you mult be ſo 
juſt as to take to be according to their grounds, and not mine on: For it is 
but the unſearchableneſs of theſe things that I am all this while main- 
taining. ; | | 
And firſt to your Argumentation againſt the Eternity of tranſient acts, it may 
be replied, that in tranſient acts you mult diſtinzuiſn between the AR it (elf, 
which is called tranſient, and the Paſſion or Reception of that act in the ſubject 
or the product, or effect of that act. The denomination of Tranſient is given to 
that 18 in the later reſpect as it dock connote the Product, Effect, Paſſion and 
Subject: yea is properly taken ſo from them, as that ir ſignifieth nothing effencial 
to the AR ic ſelt as an Act: So that all that ſamę AR which is in Time denomi- 
nated Tranſient, becauſe in time it did produce its effect, was really from eter- 
nity it ſelf, though the effect were not; and ſo differs not quoad rationem form alem 
actur, from an Immanent act. Proved, t. The Act by which God created the 
world, was his ſimple Felle: But Gods ſimple Felle was from Eternity: Therefore 
&c, The mejor is indeed denied by ſuch Panies as Schibler, and many more of 
his minde: but it needs no proof with Mr. K. for ic is the opinion (I am (ure the 
faying) of De Twiß: And indeed it comes all to one, as to our buſineſs, if you 


go on the others grounds. The major, Mr. K. maintains. 2. atur per 
er immediate : ſel eſt entia divin eſt æterni: Ergo, &c. 1 is ſpo· 
en excluſively as to all acts which are not Gods Eſſence; and is ſõ commoa with 
many Schoolmen, that I will fpare the proof (for I perce ive its eaſiꝭr raking ir 
for granted then proving it) The minor none denieth that confeſſeth God. So 
that it is granted Mc, K. that theſe act: Were not to be called Tranſient from E- 
ternlty, becauſe they were not received, or rather did not produce the effect 
but in time: But yet the act which in Time received the denomination of 
Tranſient, was it ſelf Eternal: God Willed from Eternity that the Creature 
ſhould Be in time, and produced it in that time by that Will which was Eternal. So 
much on that fide. 8 
Now to your Argumentation for the Eternity of Immanent act, you would 
_— two ſeveral kindes of Anſwer from the ſeveral men that I before told 
ou' of,” i | 
: One ſort of chem think that the Thiag it (elf which we call an Act, is nothing 
but Gods Eſſence, and ſo Eternal: but that the tranſition of this AR to ſevera 
objects (as Sancta Clara cals ir) or the Application of it te theſe objects (as 
Burgerſdicizs (peaks) and ſo the connotation of, and reſpeR to theſe objects, is not 
Eternal, where the object is not Eternal: and wirhall they chi the denomi- 
nation ſpecifical of the ſeveral Acts, yea and the diverſifica em, is taken 
from theſe temporal tranſitions, or applications and reſpect object; 3 and 
there fore that they muſt be uſed as temporal denominations, Ait is fitteſt to (ay, 
Gad Knew, Loved, c. Peter as exiſting, not from Ecernity, bat when he did ex- 
iſt : Lea they think the very name of an Act, is noſt fic to be uſed in this later 
ſenſes rather then applied to the pute Eſſence of God: however ſome call him in 
another ſenſe, a ſimple AR. OED | wh 
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Type other ſort of men do think, that the very A & ir ſelf is ſcme Madim or ſor- 


maſtty diſtinct frem Gods Effence, and may begin wirbout his Mutation, as it 
may be his without his Compefirion, as 1 have before ſaid. Now both theft forts 


will- Reply, that your Charge of [making God not Eternal] and of [making al- 


teration in God) which you oft repeat, are but your bare word without any prcof, 
and there fore not by them to be regarded. That God fore- knew all things that 
ſhould cc me to paſs they eably grant you : but if he know not that to be exiſtent, 
which is but future, or that to be future which is wholly-paſt; they ſay, this makes. 
not God e hes, 2 eternal. un 
But I matvel that you ſtill call Geds Immanent A & LAdjur &ts in GodJwhich 
before you alſo called Accidents 3 not 1 hereby to be guilty of making 
a Ccmpounded God, while ycu maintain him Eternal: Ot not diſcern- 
ing that you give advantage to your Adverſary to maintain; that thoſe Ac- 
cidents or Adjuncts which may be in Gcd witheur Ccmpeſiticn , may 
as well Beginne or End norwwithſiianding bis Immutability, if their Ob- 
je& be ſuch as deth Beginne or End. Now to your New Demon- 
ſtration. | 
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| AK. | F there be * of putting a Nc immanent At in God; Erge, This 
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ground muſt be cither in Ged er the Creature, If a Ground-in G which 
was hat beſurei iheꝶ un a/teration in him beyond reply: a ground in the Creature there can 
be nune is put amew immanent in God ; fer thas an immanent Aft hath nothing 10 do 
.with ary thing wahout the Agent; it being herein comradiſtinguiſbed from tra em Acts, 
that trat ſiem Alls terminanur in patic, immanent Ain agente. I confeſs ſome» 
what without the Agent, ᷣ᷑ many times, ca commonly the obice of immanem Aﬀs : lu 
if ever either the Sub je or Term, I willpublickly burn my Books, ax Mr. Baxter deſfres 
hi my be, when he goes one ncte beyona Dr. '1 wils. I am confidin he needs not fear 
coming ſo high : I am fure he ſals infinitely ſhort inthis Argumem, as will appear more 
fully by what be ſubjoyns. 


8. 19. 

R. B. F His is the Demonſtration. 1 ſhall vnderſiand that word, in your 

| mouth, better hereafter. Your horned Argument will be thus an- 
ſwered, The werd [Grevne] is ambigucus. If you take it largely for any ſuf- 
ficicyr Reaſon of the attributicn, then there is Ground both in the Creature and 
in Ged : But if you take it more ſtrictly for ſome one ſort of Reaſon, then it may 
be in ore and net inthe other, The ground may be in the Creature as the Object, 
and in Gcd as ihe efficient: ard in one as the relate, and the other as the correlate, 


But you ſay Lit in Gcd, then an alteratien in him, beyond reply J that's a pret- 


iy Way to prevent a Reply : But your confident Aﬀerticns ſhall hereafter be annu- 
merated With the weakeſt of your Arguments, tbough called Demonſtrations, 

1. Scme will take it for a ſufficient Reply to deny your Conlequence, and think 
ycu had dealt fairlier to have proved it, For they will think that there may be in 
God an Eternal Greund of a New Immanent AR; as well as there is of a — ; 
Tranſient at: The newneſs of the Act, will not prove the newneſs of the Ground, . 
And thereſore you eaſily ſuppoſe that it muſt be La ground in God which was noe. 
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before) if zhe act be ſuch as, was not before. But this you ſhould have: ſartſeen 
would be denied. And if you ſay, that the, newnelſs or change in the aſlott 
doth argue ſomerbing changed or new in the cauſes, chey will deny ics and 
ol you that then every tranſtent act would, argus ſamerhing new in 
G 8 . ; . 

2. Thoſe (of whom I ſpoke D that maintain chat immaneut act; as acts 
need no ſubject, will chink they reply ſuſficiently by telling you, that che novity 
of immanent acts, having a ground in Gad, will only prove t hat aliqui Dei uelu 
Des is altered, but not that aliquid iu Deo is altered : becauſe that action [peaks 
bur a dependant egreſs, and adt aa inheſi un. The like chey will. ſay as to _=_ 
form intraduced in che ſubject by immanent acts, who deny to many and me 
immanent acts, a termiuus; and particularly to intelledt ion. And if you think 
that there can be no action irhout ſome effect within ot without, I retet you for 
an anſwer to my Scapula, is you conceit him. | 7.21 
3. However many of us Will hardly be brought to beleove that Gods immanent 
acts have in proper ſenſe a termihus: though mans max. F249 

4. Some will think they Reply ſufficicatly, by telling you that by [alreravion 
in God] you mean, either [an alteration of his eſſence] and then they deny 
your confequence : or ¶ an atteration of Tome modus, or relation, or Tormality 3] 
and ſuch they will grant; and (ay, as ef; before, that it ic no more againſt Gods 
immutability, then che exiſtence of char mod, relation, or formalicy is againſt 


Kis Gt city. N l | "as % 99118 
melee 5. If when Gad created dhe world; he had wt new 


* Al conſent net the Rala- xelation (of Crehour) which che hal not before, 


tian is auly ex pate crea- and this without change, chen he may hrve a new 
turæ and nat mutual. * act without change, for ought you 
| now. * 

6. For Gods acts are not ſo well known to ſuch Moles and Bars as you and I 
are, that we ſhould be able ſo peremptory to conclude that the novity of them muſt 
needs argue himlelf to be mutable: we know avt ſo well how much Being, or of 
what kinde, thoſe act; have. | 

So much for Reply to that which is paſt Reply. Now to the next horn of your 
Dilemma. 

Youſay [A ground in the creature there can be none to put a new immanent 
act in God.] And why ? Becauſe Can immanent act hath nothing to do with 
any thing without the Agent.] 1. How? nothing! neither as an occaſion, nor 
an object ? do not you confeſs within à few lines that ſomething without may be 
its object ? It is ordinarily (aid, and by ſome of your friends, chat the Attributes 
and Immanent acts of God are diverſiſied oaly by extrinſick denomination 3 as 
an immoveable rock in che ſea that is waſh; ſometime with one wave and ſome- 
time with another, without its own change: (It ſeems they rake the paſſion + 
erf reception of theſe motions of the waves, to be no change.) So do diver- 
(ity of objects, lay they, diverſiſie Gods acts and attributes yuozd denominttionem 
extrinſecam. Ifchat be ſo, then objects ſpeciſie ĩhoſe act : gi denomingtionem: ex- 
trinſecam, which in themſelves ate but one: and then the laid dbjct: may a8 well 
cauſe a novity as a diverlity of immanent act: quoad denominationem extrinſecam : 

chen there is no m ote impropriety in ſaying, Gad doth de Nous Will; or Nill3 

then in laying, chat it is not all one, for Gall to Will my ſalvation, and to Nill 
u 1 ſeewharyou, have brought your cauſe ca. 2, There ate men in the * 1 
N | $ 
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coneclve N dun, that is Gill mining, bur not ill hi- 
8125 this or e egin or ceaſe to ſhine on this place or that, 
without aa) change in it I 2 and ſo they think je js with * 
God as to ſome of bis acts, Mhich have the creature tor their objects: your 
object ion, That this is a tranſient a& of the ſun, I ſhall to it anon, where 
you mentlon it. | * 4 
But you are again harping on your old ſtring 3 vix. L That immanent acts are 
rerminated in the Agent.] And I again tell you, that Gods acts and mans are 
not ſo near kin, as that you may conclude of the termination of his acts from the 
termination of ouis: yea I tell you, that I will not beleeve you that Gods willing 
or knowing the creature hath any termin in himſelf (further then as you may ſa 
the creature is inchimſelf ;). that is no terminus ſtrictly aſcribed to actions Allg 
from a meet objective termination. A word of proof. 1. Where there is neither 
motus or mutation there is no terminus But in God acting immanently there is 
neither motzs vel mutatio: Therefore, &c. I think I need not confirm eic her part. 
2, Where there is no effe& or form acquired or introduced, there is no terminus 
(in the ſenſe in queſtion :) But in God there is no effect or form acquired or in- 
troduced (by ſuch immanent acts) Therefore, &c. The major is plain from the 


common definition of a terminus, The minor is paſt queſtion. 


But here you confeſa that the ohject of immanent act: may be extrinfick (Let I 
could tell you, that YViguerixs Inſtitut, and others conclude, that Volumas Divine 
non habet objeFum extrinſecum :) but i | 4 wg term you will burn your Books, &c. 
But hold your hand a little, Before 1 dare be guilty ef that, I would fain know 
what Books they are. But you ſpeak cautelouſly : for you tell us not who ſhall be 
Judge in this buſineſs: and if I ſhould ſhew you never ſo many that are againſt 
you, you may keep your word by ſaying they all miſtake, and by belng the Jadge 
your (elf. But, alas Sir, what cauſe have you thus to threaten your Books? Who 
can riddle the occafion of it? I tell you, that as good Philoſophers ( for ought I 
yet finde by you) as you, do think that ſuch acts have no ſubje@ nor term: and 
r that if any thing extrinſick be the ſubject or term you will burn your 
ooks ! which if you do, let all bear witneſs that I was no occaſion of it: If they 
have no ſubjeR or term at all, then they can have none without. Sure if you 
were not very quarrelſome you would not in ſuch high words feign him to 
be your adverſary, that ſaith more againſt the oppoled Point, then your 
ſelf £ 
As for that out-leap wherewith you recreate your ſelf, of my coming ſo bigh 
as Dr. Twiß, in the ſenſe I ſpoke I. yet deſire it not; in the ſenſe you (peak 
( luſorily) I expect it not: nor do I know any man ſo ſimple as to compare me 
with him, or that needed this learned Digreflion. Yer I confeſs I thought my 
ſelf ſome what neerer both Dr. Twiß and your ſelf then you ſuppoſe me to be: For 
though I was ready ro obey your concluſi ve command, of adoring the foorſteps 
of ſuch, yet I chouzhr not that I had come infinitely ſhors, as you here inform me, 
I do. I thought only God hal infinicely excelled the meaneft creature. Nay then, 
if you will be needs our Gods, Naming Academica, I am afraid 1 will ſhortly 
be lower then men; and leit I ſhall hear that news which I equally fear and ab- 
horre, that you and ſuch like will ere long be caſt out of that Academical Par» 
diſe, But let that go: I ſuppoſe [infinicely] was but a high ward, by a high 
ſpirit, guaß 4b alto, from a igh place. I have Rood my (elf ere now on a moun» 
tain, and every thing in the valley ſeemed * me · N * 
3 ae 
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r not have 
reſal ved to burn your Books, if we prove things withonr- rhe Agent to be a term in 
For you know that we diſtinguiſn of Objects imo Motive and Termi- 
native 3 and ordinarily ſay eg —— = _— v of Gods 
Will, . h not moving obje th ( Metapbyſ. Scot. li. 1. Q. 1 5. 
pag-1 — obſed um — von poteſt movere inelleFum divinum ad — 
i, lices poſſtr illum 1erminave, us decent Theology, And Schibler li. 2. c. 3. tit. I 5. u. 305. 
Non quaſs pe eſſe «liquid quod aftues quaſi voluntatem divinam, ( quod officium alias 
ſolet eſſe objeforum, in ordiu ad bebitu & potemiis,) ſed quis appr ebendimus voluy» 
atem Diunam Terminari ad aliquid quod hac emus babet rationem oed i. ES enim ad 
rationen object i (atis, fi termines alum aliquem, And Funck. 2. n.510, the affertion 
is, Dei voluxtas terminatur etiam ad res creatas. But enough of that. Now lets ſee the 
proof of our infinite diſtance. 
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? 5. 20. . 
Mr. . [A e world doth now cxift : that ſuch a man i ſan- 
| ei al. juſt, c. Gods k not a knowing that ſuch a thing is 
| which in ner; but that ſuch a tbing will be which is not: yet doth this make no change in 
God, no move aben the ſun is changed by the uarieiy of creatures mhich it doth enlighten 
and marm; er the by the variety of faces whi e the 
weriety of colours which is behotdeth : ¶ For, whatſoever ſome ſay, I do not think tha 
every wiriation of the object makes 4 real! chenge in the eye, or that the be holding of ten 


lliſtinct᷑ colours at one view donb make ten aiſt in as of the „ or altergtions on it x 
eApb.p.173,174.) 1 can tell what to make of this rope, but ſand it i, and nothing elſe, 
41 t appear ;. and bow ill a match bd Aubour was, ihm to deſcend in arenam 
with T wiſle, Pemble, and I dare ſs all the ſober Divines that cver were worthy to ſp eat 
to 4 School Points 
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9. 20. 

R. B. . men do dream ot fighting and killing: Ir ſeems you have ac- 
cuſtomed your minde ſo to contending, that 2 the errour of your 
phantaſie, all words ſcent chidings, and all actions ſeem ſightings to you: And 
fo you dreamed not only that I was in arens, but 2. that Dr. Twiſſe and Mc, P. 
were there with me. 3. Lea and all Divines worthy to fpeak to a School Point. 
4. And that we were there coping for maſteries: and in the end of your dream. 
you riſe up as Judge and give them the better, and proclaim me an ill march, But 
1. he that reades my Book will finde that I argue not as. from my ſelf, but only 
ſbew how other mens argumentations do manifeſt fuch a difficulty in the Point, 
that we ſhould not lay too great a ſtreſs on it; as I have ſhewed you before in the 
explication of my own words. Nay I do not once deny the Point (that imma- 
nent acts are eternal) but only ſay, It is much queſtiongd (by others): whether 
they are any more eternal then tranſient acts: and annex a touch of ſome mens 
arguings for it: concluding only in a parentheſis, that the Point is, as I think, 
— — reach. So much to the firſt fiction. 2. And it I contended net with 
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that againſt a Point which all theſe hold? doth it indeed follow that 1 do in art- 
nam deſcendere with them all ꝰ and ſeek to march them ? And what reaſon bave 
we that know you nor, to take you for Judge of all the Dlvines in the world, 
who ſhall be a-counted ſober, and who not; and who is worthy te ſpeak co 4 
School Point, and who not? Or why ſhould I think you more worthy then the 
Learned men that I have before named, Lyebetm, Penta, Furgerſdicl- 
m, &c? 
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§S. 21. ; 
Mr. K To know that the world doth now exiſt when once it did not, and that ſuch a 


man now in ſanctißed which before be war nt, makes no change in God, b 


ew 4 change in the obje# : but to know now that thy world doch exiſt which 
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| exiſt 
God did nor. know, or to know now that ſuch a man i ſanffified, who before 
beire 2 r 


__ which before God dil tot Rnow, makes 4 change i 
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| S. 21, q 
R.B. He would look for ſuch anſwess from you, that had heard you 

2 VV. School Divines with ſuch * ? The firſt ag” — 
- Anſwer is not againſt any thing that I (aid.: The ſecond is a meer begging of 
the Queſtion, . Some think that ſibſtantiam am Gods knowledge is the 
ſame whatever the obje& be ; but yet becauſe [Knowing this or that] connoterh 
the object with the act, therefore the eternal eſſence of God ſimply in ic ſelf con- 
fidered is not to be called [ Knowledge) much leſs [the knowledge of this or that 
creature 3] and that without rhe object it neither is Knowledge, nor ought to be 
ſocalled3 and fo as from the object we diſtinguiſh Gods Knowing and WIL 
ſo muſt we the ſeveral acts of his knowledge; and though the act quozd 17 1 
which we call [Knowledge] in God be but one, yet che ratio formal which mu! 

ive the denomination, being in ehe reſpe& of that one act to its objects, it is moſt 

t to ſay that Gods knowledge of Peters ſalvat ien and damnation, is not 
che ſame knowledge, though it be the ſame ſubſtantial ac: rhe like is (aid of his 
Will: And as this muſt be ſaid without wrong to his fimplicicy, ſo the like muſt 
be ſaid of his beginning or ceafing to Know, without to bis immurabilky : 
and that us ite is not all ove for God to know the Futurity and the preſent exiſter 
of a thing, ſo we muſt ſay, chat he began to know the preſent exiſtence when the 
thing begun to exiſt, and that God did nor know before the creation, that this 
| was true, Pet exiftite and” that Te ceaſerh to know the Futur 
of a thing that ceaſerh to be furure 5 and that God doth not now know, chat ( 
will be born and dye and riſe: — — a& in 
v4. ia > b 
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Will as diſtinet, and not altogether the ſame : elſe we ſhould aſcribe a meer name, 
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to be all eternal; bue poly choſe that have un wenn objec * 
* 


obe ſaid thole tn! 
F from jen telpe8 tothe abje 3 and cherefore ir deing 


Gods Knowing and Willing which we call immanent acts here, where it is un- 
meet to ſay — act of Knowledge or Will is eternall, then it is unmeet to ſay, 
Gods immanent acts are eternal: but when you will expreſs Gods. immutability, 
ix is fitter to ſay [ God is unchangeable, or Gods eſſence or næute is eternal, 
8 ſay, his knowledge, will, or immanent acts (in this ſenſe) are ſo: becauſe 
when we connote not the object, we art to call it Geds Effence, and not Gods 
Knowledge, Will, or ſuch acts; ſo that here is no real change in God himſelf, 
but only a reſpective, or modal, or formal (as the Scotifis ſpeak) or ſuch as we can- 
net now apprehend, affording new objective .canceprions 3 all the change being in 
the creature. | 

Now how doth Mr. K. prove that this doctrine muſt | make a change in God 
as well as the object 7] — he learnedly affirmeth it. He that can finde a word 
more, let him make his beſt of it. But in this caſe, all the proof lieth on the al- 
fimer; which we might well have expected from him. 
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§, 22. 


Mr. K. A Nd therefore all ſober Divines uſe to by wary in their expreſſions in this winde ; 


| acknowledging no difference between Gods. knowledge and forekugwiedge, 
but this, that his forcknowledge m in order 10 the object only, and not of Faye 
* fo that it i not oppoſed 10 poſt- ſcience, hut it fignifiet only. a futariny,..of 
e objeft', as was ſhewed at large in the third Chapter, God knows than that 
% to day which was not yeſterday ; but 1 od as perfectly knew it yeſterday as to day, 
and knew at once, all the various — ons in time; or did he otherwiſe, a change 
cannot poſſibly be avoided, thftanding all Maſter Baxter aleadgeth io the con 
ty. ; 4 , A 2 f I 


2 > * * * — 


— — 
—{ — — — — _ — 9 .— 


? 


R. B. * . your firſt ſentence be true, I muſt lament the paucity of ſober Di- 
: vines 3. for ſure I am, that of thoſe which have written on theſe Points, 
too few have been wary-in their expreſſions: and no wonder when they are no 
more wary in their conceptions ; and when men dare maintain themſelves to have 
ehat capacity which they haye not, and to know certainly that which they do not, 
and might eaſily know theꝝ do not: When eyen ſuch learned. men as you will not 
be per ſỹ aded that theſe things ate aboye your reach, but do with ſuch haughty con- 
tention oppoſe one poor ſentence. in. a Parentheſis (Which is all my ſemence) 
wherein I ſay, it is beyond our reach. | + 

2. Tou lift up your ſelf roo high, in taking on you to judge all thoſe Divines to 
be unſober, that ate not in this of your opinion. a #1164 
. 3+ If the word [ preſcjence] fagnific only a futurity of the object, then theſe are 
equipollent expre ſſions [ Deus hyc praſcit] and | Hoc eſt fyturum :] but that is 
Not true. ' 271% (3 


4. The ſame humane fraiky.and:diſtance from God, which makes ir neceflary 


to us to aſcribe Acting, Knowingand Willing to God, and to conceive of him 


under theſe notions, doth Fea Grays us to conceive of his Knowledge and 
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decent the thing named: For we canmor concrive of any ſuch 
Knowledge as is the fame with Willing, nor of any ſuch Wiling hich 
lame with Nilling ;; and yet we beleeve the ity of God. And the ſame ne+ 
ceſſity that compelleth us to conceive of Gods Knowing, Willing and Nilling, 
as divers, ab objefforum diverſitate, doth compell us ro conceive of his Know- 
ledge of things as Future, and his Knowledge of things exiſtent, as divers : 
yer ſtill we deny a Mutation of God himſelt; only we conceive as the Sco- 
tiſts, that there is a diverſity of the objective conceptions, and that our various 
— have fund amentum in re: but What it is, let him tell that 
NOWS.. ; 
5. Againſt all this that which you oppoſe is but your naked aſſertion, which 
I regard leſs then perhaps you expected. I afhrm the uncertainty, and you the 
certainty ; and therefore iris you that ſhould prove that certainty which you af- 
firm to have: For no man hath .z certainty: without ſome evidence or other to 
force aſſent 3 and therefore that evidence ſhould be produced, if you are indeed 
a man of as Angelicall intellectuals as you ſeem to conceit your ſelf, . | 
6. God did yeſterday know tha: the ſun is not rifen to day, i. e. that to day is 
not come: You will ſay, he did at the ſame time yeſterday know that to day is 
come and the ſun isriſen ? ſome will think to make this true, you muſt verifie 
contradictories, and ſay, [It is] and [It is nor} ar once, may both be abſolute- 
ly erue (and then farewell our firſt Metaphyſicall certainty in compoſition.) Or 
elle you muſt aſſert the coexiſtence of all things with God in eternity 3 which 
how loath you will be to admit, I corjeQure partly from the tendency of 
or tenets, and partly from your adhefion ro Dr. Twiſſe, and others ot his 
minde. 1 
. For your third, Chapter 1 have ſaid as much 40 it already as I finde 
either need ot liſt, being loath you ſhould caſt on me Maſter Goodwins 
task. ö 12 Ss IR! N i 
. att bn t ll 2011 400 did os 
71 cn] on LN ot Omer : N if 
M K. A Ndtorbe: feſt iluftration the caſe ſtrangely diffrem | 301 1 coef if 
r. K. to the firſt illuſt ration the caſe i trem; yea 1 confeſs, if i 
| Aab it weuld prove the point a fortiori: Thus the ſun, ſaith he, en- 
lightens and warms variety of creatures, yet is not changed: therefore nor need 
God be ſaid ts be changed, though he know today a vatiation in the creature: 
I yield all the couciuſion : but all that is nothixg 34 the: purpeſe: fer 1be queſtion is not 
-whetber to know 4 uariation in the creature prove à change in God i but whether 4 varia 
tion of ibe uct̃ of his knowledge, according ib the variation inthe creatures do nos prove 4 
change in him ? nom tbe putting of a new immanent act, as a new knowing, i 4 putting 
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of variation upon him. 
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S. 23; | 

R,B. a 7 Ere my advice of any weight with you, I ſliould perſwade you 
never to expect any, illuſtratien of Gods immanent acts by the 

creature, Without a great di c in the caſe t and therefore that you would no 
tre take ſuch difference as fo ſtrange. 2. Your concc ſſion that it will prove the 
Point 4 fortiori, if it hold, is as much as I could deſire or expect. 3. man 
would rhink; dee eee ee . nue mine ekt 
a ” 3 | 
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who findes fo Learned a Divine (ayirig ſo, thut ' ſhouldablione falſhood:: hen 
you put the words iti a diſt inſt character, wich a ¶ ſaich he, ] :asiif they bad been 
my expreſs rerms: but I deſite che Reader not to judge of all your Writinge by 
luch p as this: He may ſpeak true at one time, that yer takes liberry to 
; falfly at another. Youdid take the eaſieſt courſe imaginable, to fain a con- 
cluſon which you could grant, and then to grant it and ſay it is nothing to the 
buſineſs. 4. I will not conſent to your Racing the queſtion in new terms of your 
own, in the midſt of a diſpute. Do not feign me to diſpute any queſtion which 
you make many years after my Writing, and which is not to be found in my Wri- 
ting in terms. 5. The word [AQ] may ſignifie 1. the Divine eſſence z and 
ſo he that feigur a new act feigns a new God: 2. Or that mode, formality, reſ- 
pect (or Whatever elſe it is to be called,) of God, arifing from the narure or ſtate 
of extrinſick objects 3 which Burgerſdicia cals, the Application to the Object 
The 22 is only of this now, which ſome think may moſt fitly be called, Gods 
acts. Your naked repeated aſfirmarion that a variation is put on God, when you 
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prove ir not, I take no more for a Demonſtration. b 
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5. 24, , 

Lo. When we are pecking of immanent acts, what haue we de do with 
Obe ſuns enlightening or warming? I had thought theſe bad been tranfient afts, 

and ſo nus proper in thiccaſe! 1c £42490 2148-329 11 | 
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S. 24, = 
R. a you not the crude queſtion that we were onꝰ ¶ Whether fuch 
immanent acts are any more eternall then tranſiant act: 7] The Queſti- 
oniſts mean it quoad formalem naturam acts; for they take the denominations of 
Limmanent] and [tranſient] to be but from the effect or terminus: And that you 
may ſee what they imagined, when they mention the ſimllitude of the ſun, let 


me increat you to ſuppole for diſputation ſake ( per poſſibile vel impoſſibile) that 
| Pr 


God had made a firtt no creature but the ſan; I fain know Whether that 
ſun in ſhining and caſting out irs rayes and emanation, did act immanently or 
tranſientiy ?. I conceive not tranſiently: becauſe there were no ſubjects exiſting 
inte which irs act ſhould pa(s; or which ſheuld as its extrinſick terminm receive 
from it any new form, It ſeems ted it muſt be immanently: but that is but 
in ſenſu Negativo; becauſe it is not tranſiem: ſuppoſe next that the reſt of the 
crearures were afterwards made, and placed as they ate under the influence of this 
ſun, and ſo were the receptive ſubjects of irs action: Is it not the ſame ſort of 
Action, without any change in it ſelf, which before was immanent, and now is 
become tranſient ? , 
But I need [ay no more to this; for you are pleaſed to confeſs. 
$4.2. | 272 


8. 275. 1 a 2 
Mr.. t thirdly, Did i bold, I yield t were Argumentum a majotied minus : 
If the fax be not changed mwith ſtauling all it; warnah and lightening, then 
 mobbberwere God. But ſurethe- ſun is changed, uni changeth perpernally, nd could 'nes 
oft us nal cxuſe ion the rum variety of cramue inthe world, did 3 


— —__— _—_— is 
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| the yam 16 rum its courſe 3 did 


?-off «lt Pimey. In 
the L un, 1 the Faber of Lights ſaid 10 be wn hous ſhadow of 
Solſtices or Tropicks q no lotion, hu & perpeiuel permanency. 7 
ence between Immanem act and tranßem : that ſuppoſong the Sun 10 in 
ſhua's time, and 10 af} without motion ; here were no alzerationto be achnowledged in 
eus, nenwithft ending all the variety of objefts, ges. and uariey of operations hen theſe 
object e, all which might proceed fromuhe ſame 4 as 19 the gun, the difference bein 
meerly in the Paiem i As for inſtance, vhe ſame live: coat doth as once by ity hen 
the max, and barden the clay ; here ave different 1ranſicnt act, but no change or differ- 
ence at all in the fre; — —— 1 works. But m 
nr emer — — being inthe ſubje#, ibe variation of them 
makes an altera ion in that, and not the objedt : as the ſame man unchanged may be the ob- 
jet ſometimes of mens Love, ſometimes of their hatred : the variety of theſe act makes 
4 differerce inthe Agent, doth not alwajes ſuppoſe any in the Object; and ſo bere, Gods | 
know'ng now that this is, Gods not knowing yeſterday , 1bas it is now, makes achange in ad 
God, bus indeed God camo be ſaid uow to nom that fuch a thing is, but to know thas 
nom ſuch a thing is [ which was not before] andrbk he did know, what ever is now even 
fem all — — — — in praeſenti t — 7. not de præ- 
ſenti, 48 10 ect ; again ing in etcynity more aid heres | 
S Goodwin, but now I attend Aff Baxter, — , wt 


— 
. — — 
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| SY. 25. 
R. B. 2. V Ou ſeem rather to anſwer in jeſt then in earneſt, when you tell us of 
the Suns local motion, when cur Queſtion was, Whether {the 
Sun be changed by the variety of Creatures which it doth enlighten and warm] 
that is, Whether it ſelf receive any change from the tcrminus or objeRts of its actsꝰ 
Do you intend the information of your Reader, or the diſcovery of Trutb, when 
you ſhuMe in ſuch an alien Anſwer ? 2. All that its good for, that I know of, is 1 
to acqua int us, that you have ſome full Demonſtration againſt Copermmnt, which 
hath given you a Certainty that he erres 3 And if once ſheuld hear it, perbaps it 
would prove like your Ordinary Demonſtrations : for that which is hinted in 
your words, ſeems of kintothem. 3. You yield all that I ſay concerning the 
Sun, acknowledging that it is not changed by the variety of Objccts: And inthe 
firſt words you lay [Dis it hold, I yield it were Argumentam @ majort 4d arr 
Lay both theſe together, and judge wherher yc u yield not the whole Cauſe whi 
you oppoſed. 4. You ſtill harp on the old firing, affu ming, Immanent Ads 
to be in the Subject, and that their variation alters it, when as good Philoſophers 
ſay they have no Subject, and that Viſion, Intelle ion, c. have no Termin: 
Your naked s ffirmations ſo oft repeated, rather weary then convince. 53. How- 
ever you cannot from mans Immanent Ads, argue to Gods, unleſs they were 
more like. 6. I am unſatisfied whether a T * om Act (though not qua Tran» 
fient) mgke not as much alteration on the Agent as av Immancm * Whether 3 
Tranſiem act bo not the ſame with the Immanent, containing in it all that ir 
contains, wirh the ſuperaddition of irs Reception in, and eficft upon 8 Pave 
Subject Þ As in the fore- mentioned inſtance: If the Sun had been created. iſt 
alone, its action hereby it now lighteth and bheateth, would have been imma 


— 
nent. ; and yet when the ſame act ion (hill afterwards become tranſient 
dizion of other creatutes to be its Object, who will imagine that it i evet the 
leſs in the Suhject (4s you (ay) ar that the alteration of is would make ever the 
leſs change of the Agent ? I confeſs, I conct ie not yer why there fhoujd in this 
point of changing the A gent be any difference between Immanent acts and Tran- 
ſient: though l eaſily conceive that one only doth change the object. 7, Your 
friend Mr Feanet, pag. 23 1. uſeth the ſi militude of [a Rock in a River ſtanding 
immovable, notwithſtanding the (ucceſſion in the watets that glide by ir 3] which 
I think is as defect ive a ſimilitude, as theſe : here uſed: yet its plain, that you 
cannot truly ſay, This Rock toucheth the Water that is an hundred miles from it. 
Suppole the Sun were an eye, and could (ee all the world at once, and that purs 
act ivitate fine receptione Sp ecierum ab object is: Suppoſe one man be born, or one 
flower ſpring up this day, which was not in being or viſible yeſterday: This Sun 
would ſee that to day which it did not ſee yeſterday without any mutation in it ſelf: 
And yet ſeeing is an Immanent act. Now I would know, whether it be fit to (ay, 
This Sun ſees that as in being which is not in being: Or, Whether it be not fit- 
teſt ro ſay [Ir begins to day to (ee that Creature which begun this day to exiſt] 
though by ſo beginning it be not changed? Its true, God fore · xuom/ all things 
that ſhall be: but that is not to know tha they be, but that they ſhell be. 8. M. Feans 
ibid. (aith [Yer this is no hinderance but that there may be and is a change in the 
extrinſecal Denominations of Gods knowledge from the variation of the objects 
hereof, c.] ſo others commonly: And may I not hence conclude, 1. That 
then I may denominate Gods knowledge of the preſent exiſtence of things, as 
Beginning with its object: and his knowledge of the exiſtence or futurity of 
things, as Ending with its object; that is, when the thing ceaſeth to be future 
or to exiſtꝰ 2. And may I not conclude, that this Denomination is fitteſt, and 
ſo thoſe that thus ſpeak, do ſpeak more fitly then they that ſpeak” otherwiſe? 

3+ Aud that there is ſome fundamentum in re for ſuch a denomination: or elle it 
were an unfit denomination, ſeeing names and words ſhould be fitted to the things 
ſignified as neer as may be? 9. Do not you imply as much your ſelf, hen you 
ſay his Pceſcience is a Knowledge ia præſenti to him, though not de preſenti? You 
confeſs then that God doth not know de præſenti, the things that now are not: but 
when they exiſt he knoweth them de pr eſenti 3 I confe(s rhe doRrine of the co- 
exiſtence of all things with Gad in Bternity, would ſalve many of theſe things: 
but that you herediſclaim, 10. Where you (ay, that [Indeed God cannot be 
ſaid Now to know that ſuch a thing is, but to know chat now ſuch a thing is 
(which was not before, as in the Errat. you adde) ] it is a ſaying which I under- 
ſtand not, and conjecture it is ſtill maimed. of (ome neceſſary limb which ſhould 
make ir ſpeak your ſenſe : For I hope you do not believe what ever you ſay, That 
Indeed God cannot be (aid Now to know that thoſe things are, which ace indeed: 
If he know it not Now, waea will ke know it? . | 


by the ad- 
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| p S. 26, 
Mr. K. Abe glaſs by the variety of faces which ir repreſents, hos eſt, as the 
. glaſs without any change in it repreſents various faces, now one, now ano- 
ther; ſo doth Go4 kuow various object i, now one, now ; anather, yet without change. 
The Amecedent is manifeſtly. falſe ; for that each of theſe ſeveral faces caſt, a new ipecie g 
on the glaſe, and thoſe ſeveral ſpecies mate ſeueral changes. For ibis purpoſe * 


Is 


— * 
ks * * - 7 
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tight bevs remembred what bis great Logick and M Maſters ſay, cer 

— n en Fe 284 

indeei —— in oppoſition e. jp jon 80 Rule: 
But their putting and non-putting, or ence and abſence e ſpecies, 
real change, though not a material one in ; NN 
not 4 material one that the childe that catcheth at is ever like 10 
Plainly thus, That is a Real Accident which is in the Subje really, 1 
for we ſee it in the glaſs j wat is a Material Accident which is ſo in the ſubject 
— — without influence of the efficient ; beat or ſuch 

onthe ſub jet, as that that alone can maintain them; as the hem will ſtick 4 

ile in the water, though taken off from the fire , and cold in my hand, though taken 
out of the water Bus theſe Tutentional Accidents though really inthe ſubjef, yes are ſo 
little ſupported by it, as that if the efficient do not continue its influence, they immediately 
periſh as light in the air, theſe ſpecies, whether in my glaſs or mj eys; who bath ſo much 
Legick and Metaphy fucks to bil upon all occafions as Mr. Baxter, would have betrayed, I 

l not ſay ignorance, but incogitancy in ſo trivial a pun#illzo > Onwards, the caſe is the 
+ >> + op inthe eye and the glaſs, and a change is made by the preſence or abſence 
of the ſpecies. | 


——_ * - 


5. 26. 6 

R. B.T\Iſputatore nimium felici,nibil infeelicins ; & nimium ſapiente qui minus ſa - 

| piens? If I (pill as much Logick upon all bow, as — do words, 
ſure I am a voluminous Logician, and make up in number what I want in weight. 
You wanted an opportunity to multiply words, for ought I know to no purpoſe, 
unleſs to acquaint the unobſervant world with your well-furniſhed Intellect, that 
they may be aſſured, that you have all thoſe things at your fingers end, as trivial 
punctillio's, which I am ſo ignorant of; and theſe few words of mine have occa- 
ſioned the opening of your pack, and che expanſion of your wares. 

Bur, 1. You are fain to uſe the old artiſice of putting my words but as the 
ground of your paraphraſe, and then dealing with that paraphraſe of your own. 
T his is not ſo innocent as common a trick. I ſpeak of a * [of the 80461 
and you put Ca change in it 2] Had not you newly riſen up as the final decider, 
ſhould have ſaid, it is yet ſub Fudice, whether che Intentional or Spiritual Being, 
in queſt ion, be indeed Res or not? And ſo whether it make any Real change in 
theglaſs. I confeſs you eaſily diſpatch the buſineſs, which makes me think of 
Gorlews words, Exercit. Philoſ. 7. $.2. p-103, Quid pal vißbiles inquirendum 
eſt : Tan enim earum naturs intelleui eſt igaots, quam ee ſenfobus note. Peripateti- 
ci tamen & hic, ſicut & alibi facilis expeditio, Qualit ate aiunt ＋ irituales, & 
corporis eſſe objectiuum, quod habet in ſperulo vel ſimili corpori. Nobi non eñ - 
th : qui querimus porrd , quid qualitas ſpiritalis, aut quomodo corpus object ive poſ- 
ſot eſſe in ſpeculo ? Nam he. videmur coutralictionem quandam implicare , cor- 
poris dari qualizatem ſpiritalem, & rem extra ſpeculum exiſtentom eſſe inſpeculo, & c. 

2. But (ee what unreverent thoughts ſuch Ignorants as I, are apt to have of 
learned men! I am confidenely perſw aded, that you, who are ſo fully acquainted 
with Gods Nature and Immanent Acts, as to be ata certainty where I am at a 
laſs,for all that do not know what that is that you (ee with your eyes 3 nor whether 
ic be in the glaſs or not l And therefore the Lecture that you have read me of Eu: 
intentionale hath been loſt labour as to mel 
= L 3. And 
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3. And you had done but your part if you bad obſerved that I (peat: not of the 
aer Recepion ofthe ages 4Bion, but of the —— of the ſpecies . 
W not be c. on . 1 0 a An n 
4. Are you ſure that ic is from the object, that the glaſs receives that variati- 
on that you imagine ? If it be, Rocks and tones are more active creatures then 
ſome dull ſouls will eaGly believe; when at the ſame time t he ſame Rock or moun- 
rain may perform 100000 actions upon ſo many eyes or glaſſes. Les if in the 
midſt of the Action of this ſtone or Rock, you do but give your glaſs a knock, 
and break it into a hundred pieces, it will multiply the action of the Rock an hun- 
dred fold 3 and that without touching or coming near the Agent | Is it not pretty 
ſport to (ee the activity of theſe nimble Rocks and Mountains ? I am one of thoſe 
H ereticks, that think theſe works of God muſt be the matter of eur. admirat ion, but 
cannot be comprehended by us here: and that it is no good conſequtace, that be- 
cauſe you and your fellows nakedly affirm the contrary (yea notwithſtanding all 
your proofs) therefore Des Cartes, 87 Kii, White, Hobbes, beſides all the old 
Ad verſaries, are certainly in errour, I ſhall acknowledge more action of the 
Light, or air on the glaſs, then ef the object, which ſeems but fine qua non. But 
withall I ſuſpe&, that the ſame Light or air doth perform the ſame action in the 
glaſs when you ſtand not before it, or when the object is abſent 3 and yer no ſpe- 
cies Is then feen 3_no nor viſible. And Tthink that there is the ſame action on eve- 
—— yea on every wall, or ſtone, or other body, as is on your ſpeculum: 
and yet you ſee nothing on them as you do on it. And Hobbes ſaith, That it is in 
the eye and not in the glaſs, which you think you ſee in the glaſs (his reproachin 
of our Doctrine of viſible ſpecies, I pretermit:) and if ſo, then there js not 
much alteration in the glas, as you imagine. And indeed, you lay little to prove 
it. If your Argument from ſight would prove any thing, it would prove that the 
face is a foot or a yard (or more if you draw back) bebinde the glaſs, and not in 
the glaſs : And yer if you go behinde you ſhall ſee nothing: Will you believe 
your eyes that things change into ſuch various colours, and ſhapes, and quantities 
as ſome glaſſes by ſmall mutations of poſture do repreſent them? Will you believe 
your eyes that a ſtrait ſtaff is crooked in the water? I can tell you by my obſerva- 
tion when I was a Boy, that if you will killa Fiſh in a River with a Gun, you 
muſt allow much to the fallacy of your medium. If then either it be the action 
of the light or air, or ſomething elſe, and not che object, then it is nothing to 
me, who {poke only againſt a change by variation of objects: Or if the foreſaid 
action being ſuppoſed to be the ſame on the glaſs, when ſeveral objects, or no ab- 
jects are before it, that which is ſaperadded from the object is nihil reale, this is 
nothing againſt me: Or if the ſpecics which ſoems a foot behinde the glaſs be not 
in the glaſs, but in the eye or ſome where elſe, and ſo the glaſs be more truly an 
Agent by Reflection, then a Recipient of that ſpecies which I ſee, ſtill this is no- 
thing againſt what I ſaid, So that laying aſide all that Reception of the action 
of light, or any thing elſe, which the glaſsreceives when there is no object pre- 
ſent, and laying aſide all that which is Received into the eye and air, and not in 
the glaſs, and whereof the glaſs is but a ( uuſa fue qua non 3 then call the reſt an 
Ens intentionale or ſpirituale, or what you will; but prove it to bequid reale altering 
the glafs, and do not nakedly affirm it. | 

You ſay, that my great Logick and Metaphyſick Maſters ſay, That Ens imtentio- 
nale, is oppoſed to Reale & Materiale : and yet you ſay that the ſpecies in the glaſs 
is not oppoſed to Ens reale. It is, and it is not, ſeem reconcilable to you then — 5 * 
LEA 2 a d 
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how did you prove my Ignorance or itancy of Cas iutextionale ? Deep fi- 
lence! Beeauſe I did not mention it, or ellewho.knows why By that reaſon 1 
am ignorant that MF K. is an honeſt man, becauſe I do not mention ir-3- But by 
what is ſaid, you may ſee irs poſſible to have heard talk of Exs autentionale, and yet 
to think chis ſimilitude tolerable. HA | One 
And yrhat if you obtain all chat you contend for ? wx. That the fimilitude is 
faulty! Alas, I ſhall caily grant it of any fimilitude whereby we illuſtigre the 
Nature or Acts of God. Suppoſe then that this did make the ſame Re- 
preſentations ſine receptione ſpecierum : Or becaule theſe tnanimares are more 
remote, uſe che ſimilitude of the Oculus Univerſalis ,, which I mentioned 
even now. I am troubled that you force me to weary the poor Reader 


wich ſo many words on ſo poor and unproficable a buſineſs : Bur there's no remedy; 
| | 74-10% © of, & 2300 


> 6. 27, p26 IT 
Mr. JOw whereas Ar. Baxter 4ddes, That whatſoever ſome {@, be dath notthink, 
that ibe beholding of ten diſtin colours at one view, doth make tex diſtin} 
as of the fight, or alterations on it ; I do not think that ever rational man ſaid they do, 
for it were ſtrange there ſhould be but one view, and yes ten diſtinct afts of fight ; but 
the queſtion is, Whether the change of one of theſe objects doth not o the ſpecies in 
the eye, and ſo occaſion another view or ſigbt ? Or rather it is beyond all queſtion that they 
do 7 1 ——— — lier he fore 
m, is, Whether diſtinct or new act do not Cauſe an alteration Which is that that we 
haue juſt Cauſe to affirm with confidence, cas heve un place in God ; and c ly 20 
may ſug- 

bus ſuch as 


new immanent Act; ſo then there being nothing produced by Ar. Baxter whi 
geſt a (uſpition that there may nem Immanem Adi be admitted in God, or aw 
are Eternal, Come we to the 0 


" — Ä 0 — % = IC LS 4 Sw 


5, 27. | 

R. B. Joo are minded to play with the ambiguity of the word [View] which 
I cake for all that Reception in the 2 adirity of it which it per- 

4 2 | formeth 
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formeth in one Inſtant 3 and ſo for that natural Act whereby I f my eye on one 
3 — — am capable of ſeeing : You rake 
t. ir ſeems for your intentional Action, or alſs the which the viſive power 
meth, as in reteption of that alone. I think the ſenſe I uſe it in; is more: 
common. And I ſay again, that it is none of our queſtion, what light, air, e. 
do on the eye: for they do no more when Ebehold one Rock; then when I be- 
bold the ſands on the ſhore : But the Queſtion is, What the objects do over and 
above on the eye? And whether if I ſee many millions of millions of ſands ar 
one inſtant, there be ſo many Real Actions of my eye at that inſtant ? And whe- 
ther every diſtinct ſand that is added or taken away, there be one AR added or ta- 
ken away, and ſo a real alteration in my eye? The reſt which you adde is over 
and over anſwered before,. and therefore being aſhamed that I have ,ſaid ſo much 
on ſo unprofitable a point (though conſtrained). I ſurceaſe: Onely-adding this 
brief rehearſal of what is {aid before. ' 

1. Remember that we ſpeak not of thoſe Immanent acts whoſe obje& is 
Eternal: but of _ thoſe that have a temporary obje d, as the actual exiſtence of 
things, &'c: = 

= T bee kinde of Immanent Acts may be called Tranſient after a ſort, in that 
they do quoad Termin:tionem object uam, pals to an extrinſick object. 

3. gere, in the ſenſe now taken, when applied to God, ſignifieth ſomething 
more then meerly Efe. 

4. The whole Generical Eſſence of AQionjis found inſehe ſpecies of Action. 

3. Imelligere, Felle, Amate, relate to ſome Objects: Tui Imelligit, aligui 
Imelligit : qui Amas, aliqnid Amat. Theſe terms therefore do alwayes (when. af- 
firmed. as being in God) connote their Objects. 

6. There is 'a neceſſity therefore that the acts be variouſly denominated from 
the diverſity of objects. It is no way fix to ſay, That God doth Nill Good, or 
Will fin, or that his Yee & Nolle is all one: Or that his Imelligere & Pelle is 
all one. For, as it is ſaid, the Act connotes the Object: and therefore we are 
net ſo much as to aſcribe the act to God when there is not an object for it; or 
as to an aliene Object. Elſe we might ſay, Dei Imelligere e Velle ſunt 
idem : Dem Imclligis Peccata: Ergo Dem Vult peccata; And that God Nil- 
leth Good ,becauſe he Willerh Good, ſeeing in God Velle and. Malle are all one. 

7. This neceſſity of various extrinſecal denominations is ordinarily- confeſſed 
by the moſt rigid Pivines. I ſhall cite one more anon. 

8. This Denomination bath fundamentum in re, or-elſe it were delufory and 
abuſive 3 theſe being the fitteſt names that moſt agree to the Things (of which 
ſee Meuriß. Metapb. Scoti, li. 2. c. 3. Conclaf.3. & Durand. l. 1. diſt. 19. f. 5. 5 13,14. 
& Aquin. de Veritate, Matcr. 7. f. 1, 2, & c.) Notions and Names are true or falſe, 
as they agree or diſagree to the things. 

9. On the ſame ground as God may thus be ſaid to Under ſtand, Will, Nill, 
Love, Cc. and theſe may be {aid to be not the ſame, he may alſo be ſaid to have 
divers acts of Intellection, Willing, Nilling, and theſe not to be the ſame: e. g. 
That it is not all one io eleR Peter, and to elect Fobn. 

10. What ſoever this diverſity of names implieth, as its foundation in God, 
(whether a bare Relative diverſity, or alſo a Modal, or what ever the like) it is 
certain that it implieth no Compoſition in him, but it is onely what is conſiſtent 
with his ſimplicity. | 
ne 
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The Rxiſtence lu mots then the meer 


Folitum, or Will ther they mall exif 
And ir is not all one to know they thall exiſt : 


it ſelf in it ſelf, and to know it in its 

Cauſe. Though God therefore did from intuitively know the Efe Ve- 
lim, and know the Creature in himſelf its Cauſe, and know its ſuturĩty, and ſo 
fore - know all things: yet it follows not that he intuitively knew the Creatute in 
it — So exiſting, (Unleſſe we aſſert the co-exiſtence of all things in Eternity 
wit . 

12, There is therefore the ſame reaſon to Denominate Gods Intelle ction, 
Love, &c. as beginning and Ending with irs Object, as there is to denominate 
them as divers from the diverſity of objects. And thereforethis is a fit and ne- 
ceſſary way of ſpeech, It is not fit to ſay, God is now Creating the world 
act ion formalitatem, though you ever- lock the effect: it is not fit to ſay, That 
God now knows that the world will be Created ( unlefle you reſpect ſome 
new Creation) or that eAbrabam, Moſes, David, ſhall Die, or that Chriſt ſhall. 
riſe again, &c. | 

13. This Denomination of Gods acts as beginning and ending, hath as much 
foundation in the thing, and js as true as the Denomination of his acts as vari- 
ous: And this may as well confiſt with Gods Immutability, as the other with his 
Simplicity. The reaſon is evidently the ſame. 

ow for the one, hear what others ſay. Schibler Met, I. 2. c. 3. Tit, 6. n. 447, 
248. LQueſtio eſt de Accidemibus que in Des fim. Ha enim ſolum poſcunt compoſi 
tionem in Deo facere, & c. nde ſpecialiter relinguitur, quod in Des non fat compoſi- 
tis ex ſubjetto & accideme, fi maxim ei conveniat Agere, tali act ione qua predicamen- 
tali dici poſſit. N am ai iones non comparamu ad agens, 5 modum eſſendi in, ſed 
ſolum per modum ef endi ab alzo,ut infra, &c. Atque ita aFtiones tantum apprebendumtur 
us egredienes ab eſſentia rei, uod autcm egreditur ab eſſentia rei, boc, eo ipſo, non po- 


reſt cum eſſentia Facere compoſitionem, que extremorum unionem requirit. And u. 97. 
Nam pF — Divine tranſeumes, non ſunt ſub efive in Deo, ſed ſolum 4 Deo yroce- 


dum. 3 unde nullam compoſutionem cum Deo faciunt, &c, <Luanquam id etiam (verum) 
eſt de af ionibus Immanemibus : Hac enim non dicuntur Immanentes poſitive, quaſs in 
agente rig ide loquendo ſubjefemur, ſed Negative ſolum, quia in externam matcriam nen 
tranſium. Dude ad rationem afionk fimpliciter & Immanemij & tranſeuntls, non re- 
82 eſſe in, ſed ſolum eſſe ab: Idcogque nemrum facit cum ageme Compeßtionem. 

t fic anima noſtra, fs incipiat imelligere aut Velle, non tamen componitur, tum ex ſus eſ- 
ſe & Inellectone & Volitione qud tales ſunt : ſed in utroque ſt tu æque «ft Anima fim- 
plex. Dixi. quà tales ſunt, «Quia ad imcllectionem poteſſ conſequi aliqua compoſitio, fi fit - 
per ſpeciem Imelligibilem.] 4 

Keckermen in Syſtem. Theoleg J. 1. c. 3. maintaineth, that the Perſons in the Tri- 
nity , differ hem the Divine Eflence, as Modus 4 re, and from each other as Me- 
dm a Modo, and that Ens and Med make no Cempcſition. Much more may it be 
lo ſaid of Relations to things external. 

Altingim Problem. J heolog · Par. 1. pag. 55. diſtinguiſheth Gods actions, 1. Sum 
act as imrmßci & I mmanenies gu nen tranſcunt in objcũ um externum & nullum provſus 
reſpe um aut A ad FH. Tales ſunt a i terſanales quos Sc bolaſtici notionales 
vocant, gignere, ſpirare, c. Horum abſoluta eſt nece ſm as abſque potent ia ad oppoſitum, - 
& ſunt atcrni. 2. Sun ad extrinfich qui non ſunt in Deo, ſed a Deo; five qui 4 
Deo ſum efte Rive, in Creaturis auiem ſubje iu: velut creare, gulerxare, redimerc, 
c. Dem enim extrinſecms ſolum ab ih den minatur. 3. Sunt Ad Intyinſeci qui» | 
dem in. Deo, ſed Connoranies reſpe a & ow 4d catra, ut ſcere, cle. Sch en | 
| "68: i a 
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rennt externittita .. Com- 


pe 
, ſcivit quidem ab 
eterno, nec fieri poteſt ut talem aliquando incipiat ſcire, quia propoſeteo de futuro vera ſem- 
per fuit vera, lo juendsfaniliter de ſuturs in genere. Sed eam aliquando ſcire deſenct 3 
nempe poſt reſurrectionem fact am, quis tum vera eſſe deſi net ipſa propofitio. Demique pro- 
poſutionem de preſenti veram, {cit tantiſp er dum ea vera mauet, velut iſtam, Eccleſia mi- 
litat, Ac talem incipit aliquands ſcire, & aliquanus ſcire tdefonit ; nifs furte veritas pro- 

peſtionis fat, perpetua, c. Porr onenis bac loquendi utrict ar non inde naſcitur, 

circa Dei ſcientiam accidat aliqua Mutatio, ſed quis mutantur res (ubjefte. Unde ne- 
ceſſe eſt & ipſas mutari propeſutiones, &c Manifeftum eſt autem rebus muta non 
neceſſario ſcientiam mutari, ne creatam quidem , niſi quid aliud concurrat, velut Com- 
aut diviſio, aut certitudo major per experientiam rei praſentic accepts. 
us in Deo locum nou babent, Sirut ergo ſeiemia Medici invariats permanet 
— * bomini ob variam ej affect ianem, modo hac pharmacs, modo alia u verſa 

præſcribit, &c. | 
I4, Laſtly? I agein deſire the Reader to remember, that if I ſeem in all rhis 
to ſpeak ſceptically, it is no wonder, when all that I intend is but to convince 
nx. ſelt-conceited Learned men, that theſe things are indeed beyond their 
reach, and that they know not what they think they know: it being my own opi- 
nion, That Action, Intellection and Will, are bur Metaphorically aſcribed ro 
God, and that we cannot know what that is in propriety, which theſe expreſſi> 
ons do ſſrado out in God. Tho.White ſaich; Inſfitm. Surrar. li. a. Lect. . pag. 136, 
137. <Quare dicimus abſtrabendo 4 noſtri conceptibus, ee Deum unam ſimplicit atem 
fFampliciſſimam, quæ negue ſit Deu, neque ens, negue aliud formaliter quod nos cogitare 
poſſimus ; ſed noſtras cogitationes eam inal equate repraſemare; nou quaſs acoipientes ali- 
guad unum ex pluribus qe ibi aftufint, ſed accipiendo participationes queſdam inferiores 
e ſaltui velpediculns oft reſpᷣectu hominjs. Whe⸗ 
ther this hold or not of che not ions, Dem c Eu, I doubt not but it holds of 
Intellection and Volition: or atleaſt char we men are umtertain hat chele are in 
God. And che ſtrange confidence of men in this, that they know that which no 
man knows indeed, hath made them unteverently vent their conceits, and fill the 
Church with perplexing controverſies about things that none can determine. As 
M* Burgeſs ſaich of Juitific, Lect. 20. (Oaly yoa muſt rake notice that we = 


— 


FEY 
in meer darkneſs, and not a | d how: God is ſaid to a& or wark, 
cc. Therefore ir is a ſure truth, De Des etiam vera dicere ef}, x func 

end Deum aſt immu, cum lem dict then do we rightly of 
him, when we Judge him adove our thoughts or eſteem. ] Matth. Paris ſpeaking 
of the Dominicans teaching, which cauſed that greatdiflention and confuſion in 
the Univerfity of Park, writes thus (ad annuum Dom. 1243. as be is cited by the 
Prefacer to Guiliel, de Santo Amore)  Incipiebant diſpmare & diſſeręre ſubtilins & 
celſas dec uit am expedivit : Qui non verentes tangere money 4 gloria Det © 
mendi nitedenur ſerreta Pei invrſtigabilia remere perſeruari, & Fudicia Dei que ſuns 
aby ſſus multa, nimis praſumptuose indagare. Deo enim plus placetfirme fidei d 
nimm tranſcendent in T heologis ſubtilitas.]. Dr.T wifi Vindic.Grat l. 2. Crim. 3. 
S. 15. Sed quid fiet ſ hec bumana ratio non ſerat ? An-nthil cre- ES 
dendum nobis incumbrt niſi quoa quomodo fiat, hum ana rattone ex- See M*K's own. 
plicare poſſet ? Myſterium hoc for ſitan adorandum potius quam feru- conſeſſion, how 
— io — JI 2 * — Eciam little we can on 
non co liect mmquam dubttarem de ſaucta Dei natura, ceive of exprels 
de omni [celeris rears alien ſima, hoc tamen din me ſu en- of God, 1m the 
ſum tenuiſſe ( forte erium bodie non peucorſuſenſos tenet) quænam end of his Epiſt. 
ſcilicet fit illa vera ratio, qui modus operationis Divine quo fat ut ſe Dedicat. 
in omni aFione 1anquam Cauſa efficaciſſima immiſceat, extra tamen 
omnem vitii contagionem, citra ju ſl am culpa ſuſpicionem : Et an bodie per omnia ſatis 
explicatum habeamm,Dens novit, &c. Significat etiem Calvinus, multis hune nodum 
viſum ef enexplicabilem, &c. Hoc modo tutens conſulendum cenſuit noſt rs ptetari, ſi fa- 
teamur he br ſenſus noſtri myſterium hoc non capere.] And why ſhould not the 
ſame Confeſhon extend to the preſent caſe alſoꝰ Though we do not uſe to con- 
fels our Ignorancetill we are utterly at a loſs (and then we ſay as Cgjeten hen be 
was ſtall d, It doth not quietare imellectum) yet we have oft as great cauſe to con- 
fels it where we are confident ſometimes 3 as perhaps Ariba that blames Cajetm 
for his Confeſſion of Ignorance, might know as little as Aluureq that commends 
it for a moſt holy and pious ſpeech. | 
I had thought to have ſaid no more to this point, but find- Tkwow Ar. Ru- 
ing a moſt Learned, Orthodox, Judicious Divine Robert therford $athſome 
Baronius (Camero ſeamdus, vel Cameroni ſecundus) to (peak jarring with him ;. 
ſo fully in this point, in his excellent Treatiſe de Peccato Mor- and ? do not under · 
tali e Veniah, I have adventured to tranſcribe the whole Cha- take 10 juſtific all 
ter, it being not long, both that the Reader may ſee the Rea - that any man han 
— the like pa ſſages in my fore - going Replies more clearly, ſaid, when I call 
and that Mr. K. may be yet better ſatisfied that I am not ſo fin- them Oribodoxz bus 
gular in theſe things, as he ſeems to think me. Fc 1 think 
£ ; : that ſor ſolidity in 
the controverted points that they meddle-with, Davenant, Camero ani Baronius ure 4he 
glory of Btitain, as hav. ng harpily hit on that mean, which mam others have which 
I would not have underſteod a5 diſparaging arg ebers : for even in this, rhey have mary 
extellem (/ompanions, and 61hers have 1hery excellencies, that wore not in thus fo happy n 
they . Our Renowned B. U ſher, D. Preſton; D. Field, and mary another fumaus tight in 
England, have net only deſerved the honour of emiyent Learning and Piety, but eben en 
abs judicious Diſcovery of thetrmb, between rhe extreams which others have run imo, they. 
ban helped 10 reduce the c iolem io Moderation, and to ſhew men 8 ſurer way vd overeome 
the adverſaryuben their diſedvantagious extreams. 3 . 
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Diſp. Parte 17 fed. 6. Deum Poſſe eos amare os prius odit, & odiſte cog | 


quos prius amavit, abſq; ulla vel phyſica, vel morali voluntatis ſuz 
mutatione, obiter Declaratur, 

one ab eo favor Divini gra du, quo priu diligebantur, nequaquans ſeguitur De- 
um, ant volmutaten Dei in ſẽ mutabilem eſſe, foue loquamur de — phyſics, 
fue de mutabilitate morall. . 

Naw quod ad divinum anuoren executionis attinet,Deun non amare juſtificatos 
mortalis reatu involutos amore executionis, nibil aliad eſt, quan eum non con- 
ferre in illes ea bons ſpiritualia, ſeu media ſalatu, que pris in eos conferebat 
igitur eſt bie matatio quoad atfu immanentes, qui in ip Deo exiſtunt, ſed tantum 
quoad acta tranſtuntes, qui ſunt extrs Deum & in bominibas recipiuntar, & pro» 
inde iis matath nos mutatur Deu, ſed illi in quibus bi ada, & esrun effect reci- 
pinutur. Dicet dliquis : Deu nou ſolins non conſert illa beneſicia is cor, (ed etian 
durante eo ſt atu non vult ea conſerre : prim ante u voluit ea conferre : & 
mutatus eff. Reſp. Voluit prize ills beneficia commanicere ii exiftentibws in alio 
ſcatu. Sed iu exiftentibus in boc fata impietatis, & impenitentie, neg jam vult, 
neg un gun,ju voluit, imo ab eterno nolyit bæc bene ſicia communicare. Quam vii igi- 
tur durante boc ft atu bene uslantia Dei quaß ligata & impedits ft 3 ut ſupra monei, 
binc tamas non ſequitur eaw in /e mutatam eſſe : ſed tantum mutatum eſſe ejus ob. 
jefiaw, quia viz. ebjefum ejus, boc off, bomines alecti, prius eraut capaces iſt orum 
bene nunc vero eorum cabacet non ſunt. 

3. Mejor & gravior difficultss eſt de amore complacentie, & olio diſplicentie 
ei oppoſito. Cum enim bi act fut ixrmanentes, boc eſt, in ipſo Deo exiſt enter, ii 
mutatis videtur ipſe Dem in ſe mutari. Reſponderi ſolet primo, non mutari bos 
acta reatiter, & a parte rei; quis _ bic act « in Deo fuit ab aterne, & in 
eternun is es durabit, cum reſpecftu ad diverſes iſtia bomwinis fat, quorum alter 
alteri is e ſucceſſit. Ita roſpᷣoudet Ronſeca tom. 3. Metapb. lib. y. cap. 8. qu eſt. 3. 
jaſtur, poſtes vers diligi, ſi fit juſtut, & vice verſa, fone ua divine voluntatis ma- 
tatiose, ergo mbil repuguare que minus diving voluntas nullo modo mutate trauſeat 
a nelirione in volitionem rei ejuſdem, ex diffia patet ſolutio. Deus enia non eundem 
ois babet, ac diligit pro eadem tempore, ſed pro diverſis. Alle, quod etfi in eodem 
Bo nine juſtitia ſuccedit percato, aut peccatum juſtitie, tamen odio, quo Deut illum 
proſe guitur ut peccatorem, nou ſuccedit amor, quo illam diligit at jaſt um, aut contra ; 
ſed uterg, affeitus divinas æternut eſt reſpiciens diverſos bominis ſtatus, quoran alter 
alteri (uccedit in tempore. - : y 

4. Secand3 reſpondeo : quanvi concederemas eſſe aliquam mutationem & ſucce/- 
onen il acf ibut immanentibus amor & odii divint formaliter confideratis, quate- 
wks per ratiouens diſt ingauntur ab eſſeutis diving & inter ſe, boc eff, quamvis dice- 
remut act am amori complaceutie erga electum in hoc caſu non an lius effe in Deo, 
eig ſuccedere aan odii diſplicentiæ, non tamen inde ſequeretar eſſe mutationem ali» 
ſaa u realen ia ipſoꝰ Deo. Nas attus Dei liberi nibil ſuper voluntati ant 
efentiz divine, preter reſpectam ſea relatione a rationis, aut aliquan 
counotationen, que !41nen-ad realem eorum entitatem non pertinent : nam tota e 
entitas realis eft ipſs Dei eſſcatia, nibug intrinſec? 
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Naw Evangelici unduimiter tenent : & quod ad Pont 
quam vn Cajrranus —— - queſt. 1g; art. 3 & 1 Fenſaca 

etapb. lib. 7. cap. 8. 2 & Salas 12,22. queſt.6, art. 3. tract 22 
J. cocann aitus liberor Betz ſeu derrera ejus, ſuperaddere eſſturiæ ubm 
non ee 1 Deo, ene 
& bos actur non babuifſtt, major. tamen & 
melios eorum pars in comraria ef — 45 Suarez: tom. 2. Mefapb. diſß. 36. 
2 Vaiquez, in iu ue Fhome o. cap. 1. & 2. Valent. rom, 1 
diput,s.queſ8 «19. 2 thx, liſpu . Ae 
ſe. egen bn. Becanus 58 ate 1. 7. Lech. 1 f. Jeff. 4. Tri 
ſump Theotogiea: — — eh, "13s aht. 2. dab 3, co EF na 
Cumel . variarum I pre /cientia Dei dub. 3 p. 5 7, &c. Horum ſens 
tentia proculdabio e verler Ide alters; quia i Deo eff re apo ee, ht 
ab æterno potuit in eo none 4g aleo potuit non omnino eſſt, [eu eſſe” mera a 
1 ſeguitur aliguid eſſi in Deo quod non eft Deut. 
2 — I ard aftibus liberis Deus realiter nga matatar iz 
tina — — ſha de vebos fururis, & 2 225 
Dy 2904u6mt ara velatr, vel definere velle quod 
7 ri10/pef divinorue | aliqus edditione,' aut ee 
e 
t per additionen, ant 


n eſſe mutationem, vix- Phyſcom & Meralem. e reath uu. 
ablationem alicujus entitatii realis: mutatiq eff 

& voluntatis, aut = T & 2 1 zo þ NI 10 

9. verum, eiue faifum. paw. — 

volit, 4 7 — 555 — 
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aw tiene Dea dicitur abſolute 
i 1d. non minus i ee Phyßea immutabilitate, nav 


—— 22 
hm ce, 2 Fr 1. 


i 
, þ ab aterus alirer decreviſſet, 


quandan entitatem, que ab eterno ponmit non 


mutatio propofit? & confilii que moralia vocetur, arguit mr, fnprue 
_ & cognitionis — 3 —— kr geen er Dei per- 


ue EW Suarez. * J 


a Primò enim ablato tali 400, Deas nf phyſi & regliter non nutatur, 
qnianibite decedic prerer mern u reffeffun rations ur irreffagabilibas argunentis 
de monſtrant Snare · & Vaſqaer, locis citaru. Sec, Grange morelirer, 
quia nou matat pro —— ed contra, 
— wie, 6d — *. 8 

it fut 


ad anandan virtutem, Le 
Va a Ne rin eg 5 


o nl aa . * 


4 
Mark 
* N 
LY 


an Immanent = 


of Greig tx ec, ik ppty iu 
Act. 16.3 f. 17272255 


| Mans 3-17. 22 i — . 
Heb. 13. 16. With ſm 


ſecrifice God =] 
Heb.11.5. Ne had ibis be 


1 King. 3. 10. Au the — 
Heb. 11.6. Without fai eee 
T heſſ. 4. 1. How ye 255 55 
1 Co. 7. 32. He that ® unmarried 1 
Rom. 8. 8. They that are inthe fleſb 
Prov. 13. 8. The 2 ra be do 
2 Sam. 15.26. 7777.77 


. . 


Jer. 9-24. Fer intbeſe SN beret 
r on A Le, — 
_" And it ſhall come 10 daſſe, ur the Lord 4 ou eyed 
&c. the 2 — van, &c. 2 
Deut. 30.9. For the 


Pfal. 104. 3 1. * e — en che for goo 
IE... 23 5. As the bridegroom Linn over b. bride, f Ali un Gd Raj 


3 2. 15. mer 
Deut. 3 2. 19. N Pate. 
Sen. 1.4, 10, 13,31. God ſow ge | | 
Ifa.59.1 5,16. 2 apy rg and it difpleaſed bin that there was no judges 
ment: And he ſam that there was no man, aud woudred, &c. 
Gen. 29.31. DN be, Sec. 
Jer. 26. + * Diminiſh not « word. I/ ſo be they will bearhen and turn m4 
bis . euil, which I purpoſe to do unto them 
— I 2 ill bear all th wil hh pore 
er. 308.3. 1 mg * e 
2 they nigy return every man from bis cuil way, that I may | 
give, K 
Gen-6.6, I» repewed the Lord that he had malo man, So the 7* verſe. 
' Exod, 32. 14. cAndibe Lord repemed of the evil abich be thought 16 do 10 bs 


. The Lord Repouted be bad made Saul King ] 90 the eleventh 


verſe. 
re the 


Sam,24-16. Thel. d Rene bin the evil, end andre the 4 e. 
Paal. 196-46, "Ho renembrod for —— 5 er 

onltitade of bis mercies 

Jer. 26.19. Andibe Lord N * cent x 


he 225 e ee: Fe mn AE | 
Gee dent Freren 


N rigs + atbeb 
12 22 2 c. 3 
er. 15. 1 : 
Hoſ. 1 1. 8. My begrt js dene me: my repent are bat. t aber.” 
Pſal:Yo. 5. Ned Joan — * a 
Pal. 10 3. 8, 9. Aye merci and cle, ſow tn fler. Nbthes wi 
he keep bis Anger for ever- 
IIa. 63. 10. Therefore be was Turned to be theiy enemy, & 
Plal. — J. 3. Thou haſt taken away all thy wrath, thou haft ntl je from the kenns 
neſſe of thy anger. 
15 bron, 1 2. 1 Aud whenhe hinbled hinſelf be arab of the Lord tyrned from him 
* he wontd not deſt rey him. 
Joſh. 7. 26. So the Lord — | the fterceneſs of bis wrath. 
So a Chren. 29.10. & 30.8,9. & Plal. 16. 23. Jer. 18. 20. and ſo equently, 
Alſo very many placesthat mention the kindling or ariſing of Gods wrath. 
Pſal.78. 38, Many 4 time turned he his anger awdy and di4 not ſtirre up all bis 


wrath. 
Prov. 24 18. Left the Lord ſeeit, and it — c bins, and turn away bis wrath 
- There are three ſeveral immanent Seen iened t bgerher. © * 


So all thoſe Texts where NRemembring and . — 2 gar rk of God, 


So many more Tets that mention Gods being Hip 95 8.10. Nun. 


41.1. 1 Chron. 2 1. 7, Pſ. 60.1. Zech. 1. 2. 1). 

8o many Texts that ſpeak of Gods ſeeing, 1 Hen 18; 21; Kc. 
Pſal. 34. 17. The righteous cry and the Lord 2 * th, &cc. 
Pſal. 69. 3 3. For the Lord Ro Cee ſone rl. 


With many more places thut peak bf G era: 
So many Texts that mention” his- Ad 1 cee and Pon- 


And many that mention bis Abhorriog, and his 4eſpifi = 

And many Texts that ſpeak of Gods Pity and Compaſſion to the miſetable. 

And many that {peak o his Fayour as WL bo or ending, and mans Sodiog 
— in is eye: 

And many that ſpeak of his Grace when i it ſi nificrh fayour, 1 ivexpreſſed as 
beginnitig or changing; With' Gree mere to the ſame purpoſe. 

: Judgi16. 13.16. Te bave forſaten me and — other Gods ; Wherefore I wil de- 
liver you no more. Verl-16, 12 ama the ſtrange Gods and ſerved the Lord, and 
bi ſoul was grieved for the miſery of Iſrael, &c.] . he did deliver them by Fephtah, 


Yet here God ſeemerh to revoke a peremprory ſentence. 
„any hall:ſay,' tharall cheſe later are but figurative (Geddes applied to. Gol 


from the manner of men: I as eaſily grant it as any man : But withall remember 
theſe rwothings, 1. That I ſuppole it is as true 6f Gods Knowing and Willing, 
- tis HleRing; Decreeing, Purpoſing, &. only differing in the degree of lde 


priety.; Till the contrary be ener provedt then I haye een 165 1 think this will be 
» my 


n | — 14 
- 
Do N wee 2 % ** 8 wad 13 fd 


my inten- 1. Je 56 ena ue Ane or uakic 

— — 2 

it be the Seripture- way ſo ordinarily to ſ of ts as NEW 
Beginning or Ceaſing, then is it not unlawful or unkir fe 22 in imi- 


urmvdidable 
our expre ſſions, and the 3 of yn in God, which by ſuch * 


preſiigne $s.hiered hn $1 : . 2 2 

Lremambet wha: 2 e inthe ind Va. of his 
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1K. Sh TH be bens v ſomewhat like to Papi in bern Fare 
5 Fuſtifie nen. Ken 4 
AI ieee — N . * * e 
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2& 28, | 
F this AO againſt me, then, Whether this Learned. man 
1 50 Bo! want work, Wed 0g r foe, be — 
be former. Queſtion Fe (0; e, Mex 
FR Ather 1 Fg prac (Yer be bak r me. to 2 many words 72 


to lay mqte hen 5 bee ber T his which he makes his 
_ abour, r ſay that was ever his ee in * that ever 1 = 
bated the Propoſition, much leſs denied it: And yer all this ſeems intended ſt 
me, and by name anon he brings * in. If this man bad not ſomewhat 4h bo- 
mine more forcible then any thing, in the matter diſputed, which inſtigated his - 
pagraciou [ul do the mult I.cogfels wy ſelf quicemiſtakey in the 
Wen of his Sufis, (The to mer part of his Diſpute barh- 1 


me of this. Ir. arks Amon bes as a. Schnol- _ 
that were wont (for — ny bee . appoing figb 
ing matches, and to the field they muſt go, before ever TRL choughe whar ſhould 


he the nee of quarrel, and when. they came to the place, they muſt be dared. 
by a third , to hi t in anothers face to, make, the Jorge] J and gi that refu» 
ſed was the Ceed 1 that {pit brand fruck fi Rabad ook vothongh. 


ime 
Kh TAY (lol in werde of of Mex K's — ee ari be 


fo noe well 
joe fo . n 2 D 
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it 2 Yer becgule I the his Diſconcſers by: rey | F 
realy, of bur Coat cully. ew) 19 483} 0: 5 fed 


| 8.29. n 
Mr. K. A NAI make it gend, not Fm this, that by l Dore, God 
255 
to have | 3 tho fing of matuy 6 or 103 018 the” 
D ls fall eforrſy ing of nate er an the Pecros #6 gie 
whom be will wy mar ras — was before the beginning of the warli / 4 
yet thhexpreſien 


1000 ews the Certainty of their ꝓaſtiſication and Qlori 77 who are pre: 
inged ; the Preter tenſe bei only toexpre eta of We future. 
thi will berg an: — courſe, hut & this : At ion | by the 
Conſeut of all men (I mean Proteſtants) 4 Remiſſeon of our fins, and eAccepting of ua 
« Righteou : Now this ic eithor &mees im manent; or 4 ueer"1ranfient Act, or both, 
I know no man will ſꝙ it 64 meer trenfins AR: thare being ks trauen AZ of God 
which doth not ſuppoſe an [mmanent one; for that be as nothing upon the Creature, but 
what he fir purpoſed in himſelf to att ſo then an Immanent act there muſt be confeſt, 
if there be a tranſient one 3 and 4 trauſient one I ſp all acknowledge as well as an Imma- 
nent, and what it 4 will enquire by and by : Bu firſt I contend th u immaxent »AF there 
cen be no other then ihe Decreeof God te paſs this traußent AR, and thus this Decree of 
Gotropaſs the traum AF o ing, carries is it # much bs nt G17 e- 
Non of ſuns, and Acceptance of ” as Hebt, ard therefore huih much in it like 
10 Fuſtifigation ; and may be tiled ſo without Blaſphemy, 45 Mr. Goodwin i pleaſed 10 
brand it in his Rhetorick. And that this Decree to Fuſtific us, carries as much 4s con- 
cerns Remiſſion of ſins, aud accepting of as as righteom, I prove thus : If it do not, then 
we Remiſſion of ſons, and Accepting of me 85 Righteous, cre ether ne Ad.. Bud 
the cannot be, for then, uber in the Unlerſtending or Will: but neither can be ſail with 
ſobriety, for fure od cannot be ſaid to Decree to know any thing, ot #0 decret to Will any 
wing / not io tu any thing : for though he ingr in h Decree, yet doth be wot 
decree to know, bi Knowledge being neceſſury , big Decree arbitrary c and if be did 
deevee to & uu ay thing, we muſt conchede be might hade wt knows it; for decrees are 
only of thing which my be or not be: Therefore whatſoever it be, it is no ſuch diſtintt 
immanent AF in Gols Underſtanding 3 aud though we uſe to ſay, Now a man is Juſti- 
fied in Gods 4865 yet doth not this put any new Act of Knowledge in God, bm fizni« 
fees only a Teflimony given by God, whereby he makes we know that we are Fuſfiffed be- 
fore Gad, or in bi — 3 41 L an ſure that My. Barter, who quoterfy Sudrex, Schib· 
ler and Kecketman at every bous, cannot be ig rn that the word of fight, though it 
be for the form Activ: for t ute of it rather Pſfoe dnfihcrefore d not auribu· 
nals to Go as it to ms 3 but in hin it fizuificr a muhing of nm to ſee, au we are ſaid 
whe Fulfified in hi fight, when he maker it as it were evident ro our figbt h we are 
Fuſhfied : as when God ſaiſio know what wi in H: zekfahs bears, the meaning &,he 
male-nows ta Her etiah whatwas tn bi heave. 2 N 
A. To — 5 Oy 78 be ſaid 3 for — 5 37 N which 
wi never 'of.. me Wl being et : Ack, mot V om 
elicite AF z Ge red eee when one Willhes & enough? And 


be then wils to will, wil; #9 morethew be th Mes y; which U 18 will, one of 
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Aﬀy uſt weeds be aporfieons ; ind h m Cru a fab Gr ile. 
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eee 29 
tbe exerciſe of ihe rational will; new ſuah an incum brance | ; * 
— wo gremm wheveou 10 raiſe ſuch an a — gs he my be 
faulio t or decree 16 Will; which is equivetend, And this it appears in genetat, h 
thers is no new immanong 4 in God required, yea poſſubleto the Fiſtifying of « um, hes 
fer bk dorros to f m. ö | FSA 5 
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| | | . 8. 19. * 
R. B. | Confefs J had ſarre rather be imployed in debat ing the point of Juſtifi> 
cation, then of Gods hnmanent acts, which you- deſere infilted on. 
But to deal freely with you, I never read from a Learned, Orthodox man; more 
fuper fi cial, unprofitable Diſcourſe on that Subject, or tharleſs exprefſerh a con- 


underſtanding: of the point, if my Judgement fail nor, as probably 


= 
1, To what purpoſe you tell us what Arguments you will not nſe (. from 
Num. 8. 36.) Tknow not. | 4 | on 
-'2,;-T hough 1 Hutle know to-whar good uſe it would be, to acquaim us what & 
the afar, - Fer; me thinks, were it uſeful, ir ould have deen better 
ved. * feſt me rhinks your falle yon (which you had need 
exviaordinery Care ef:) The luſt - utſe was much in ſewing ther 
there is a great difference between Inimaanent' As and Trenfient] and that 
ere is f Clear diderence between them as ber een heren and earth: Tranfenr 
Nas being in the Parienr, and Immanent In the Agent] S0 that to equal them 
in Etergiry [is either to make the Creature eternal, or to deny God to be Bter- 
A. And gow the ſecond Diſcourſe muſt be to prove them to be like: Fer the 
Decree which is an Immanent AQ hath ſomewhat like Jultificarion, which you 
confolts Trankear AA. Bur yer 1 doubr-nor bur your Learning can make this 
: For you that can prove that Gods Immanent AQs which are his E ſſenee, 
diſter no more from por mops, then as you have expreſſed, may well prove, 
that Gods Immanent A ys are like Tranſient Ads; much more that Heaven 
and Harth are like. And 9 underraking is very ſeaſible: For you 
may wel prove, ther there is a tude between Gods Immanent zcts, od # 
Kone, or # tree, or 2 wortu, or any thing in the world: For you will fay, that 
Gods Inmanent c are God himfclf, and that thefe Creatures #re all Good: 
and then all things that ere Good, are ſomewhat Liketo God: T hetefore every 
thing in the (heving (ome Good) is ſomewhat Like God: Alfo they have 
a Being, and therefore have ſome likenefle ro the firſt Being. But then what 
* this is, er in What Degree, you have more Wit then to undertake 
70 tell. 
4. The Reaſon ther you give for your not arguing ſrom Rom. 5. 36 is becauſe 
[indeed he is ſaid ro hitve Gloriſted them aNo.J But how ſell & ou t het you ob- 
ferved net ; ther on ihe ſame Reaſon, ' you ſhould have rejected the Argu- 
mene 'which you here uſe Þ Becauſe indeed it ſafh as much ( for 
I knew Y to prove Gods Deeret to be like Glorification, as to be like Jufi- 


5. Should you nor have tell ur in whar ſenſe yourade JoiGerrion de gar 
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e them all 2;;; ela m4 Nen Rahn It Vo 31534143 3 
9. Atleaſt, how e es it to paſsthat ſo Learned à man hath tead ſo little, and 
would bewray it ſo, eaſily ? as to ſay that L All Proteſtants conſent that Juſtiſi · 
cation is the Remiſſion of hn, and, Accepring of y4 24 Righteous ?]: Would you 
be believed in ſuch nocorious untruths which you fear notao utter even in a'man} 
ter of fact, where there is ſo much viſible evidence againſt you *- How many o 
odr Engliſh Divines (beſides all others) affirm Remiſſion of fin to be 4 fruit ur 
conſequent, and no part of Juſtificatien Þ had you read but Mr. Bradſhaw and 
Mr. Gataker, you would have known ſome, ' How many, onthe other fie make 
Remiſſion of Gn antecedent ro Juſtification in order oſ nature ? 5 — 
to ba its immediate cenſequent ? How many take Remiſhon ob lan to be the v hole 
af our Juſtification ? yca whactull) Niſpuzes and, Tres iſeꝶ ate N ritten only or 
principajly, or: at leaſt Ig iwprove nir e neee Div ines ate 
they that maintain it? How many be there that take Juſtification to con Wparm 


ly in Remiſſion of fin; and partly in; th impurarion of; Chrifts, own; Righteguſ- 
neſs? and theſe wich the former ſay, that Accepting us as Righte aus is i conſe⸗ 
quent of Juſtiſicat ion: Sin muſt . firſt be, cremirtgdy laꝝ the Fogmer,; and Chtiſt: 
Righteouſneſs impuced. outs, (ay the later, before God 2 cgept any. n ag 

ighteous :-For man mult firſt h Righregus, 9 7 pate — 4 — 
Yea le. Arihur Pen ig his Catechi hn deHs juſt if cariog abe, A cleangag and 
tene wing of our nature hy tl Spuix qt . 42201329. 222 2 f ie _— 


The number that are of theſe. ſeveral opinions ere;ſo.gregty 

eminent, and well known to Divines that have been much veſt in hls Coe 
troverſie, or are of any conſiderable reading in our Modern Weiters, that I 
ſhall thinx ic needleſſe to cite any of them, Hath Mr, K. read none of all theſe : 
or will he blot out their Names from the number of Proteſtams ? 
8. Yer more groſſely doch he affirm, that he {knows no man that wilt (ay it is 4 
meet tranſient a4. I think then you have either read little 96 this Conctoyerſie, 
or little remember what you have read: at leaſt, are an unſit man go tell us what 
All men hold, or all Proteſtants, when you profeſs to know ſo little. You might 
have (cen this in ſome plain Engliſh books, that are in the hands of the mulcirude 
of thoſe below you. Mr. Tho. Hooker maintains it, That Juſtification is not ag 
Immanent but a Tranſient act. Bur what need I name any, when it is known to 
to be the common Judgement af our Divines, and thoſe few that have maintained 
Juſtification to be an Immanentact (and conſequently eternal) hayeibeentaten 
for Erroneous therein, and as militating ſo farre for the Antinpmiaps. -Sce- Me. 

Burgeſs of Jultification, Left. a0. p. 167, 168,169. 4 
9. If Juſtification be a Trankenr act, and yet not a meer Tranſient act, then 
is it both an Immanent and a Tranſient act. And if ſo, then either it is two acts, 
or elſe the Immanent and Franſient act ate one:, If Juſtificarion (Active) — 2 
acta, then it ſeems it is diriſible j yea and pne part of iy is Nterual, and che othet 
in Time only: And then wa muſt hot e N pas the. ſtifying act is d but 
What each of theſe juſtifyiag acts arg? Of «his. kae your mine, perhaps I. 
might ſay more. If che Immanegt and Tranſient act be but one, diverſly conſi- 
dered { r. As in the meer form of an Act, having not yet elfected any thing 3 
2. And as che (ame act is received into the ſubject Baſſi re, and ſo is the A 
5 | | a then 


* 


J , , <<” OS 
2255 a e. much t — 0 
a | 4 
"rhe d e of Immanent and Tranſient a&s —— | 
Trankenca8 which juſtifyeth, that I will not — gry ta be the lenſe/ you - b 
inten 
10. But your reaſon why no mas will ſay it is 2: meer traaſient ac is vry 
darkly « ered,; It is. becauſe. { ther is no tranſient act of God; which dark 
not — an immanent one.] But doth. it follow that therefore Juſtiſication ii 
eee act, becauſe it ſuppoſeth an immanent act? Why did ou not 
Ar ir ſuppoſe it as an antecedent, or as a part of Juſtification, or as 
what elſe? But you — — that all that is ſuppoſed is not therefore a part. Or it 
it were never ſo neceſſary a foregoing caule, yer it follows got that rhe ineerer 
cauſe may not be cauſa 10talis in ſuo genere, and ſo be denominated · May not you 
on theſe grappds as;well ſay, that there is noching in the world is ibn 
a8, becauſeir ſuppoſeth an immanent? The Tpailding of 2 I think is a 
trauſient act; and yer it ſu divers immanent acts in che er, and an 
immanent act of God that willed it. 
1 . But what is this immanent act ? You adde For tha he as ankles 
on the creature, but what he firſt purpoſed in himſelf to act. ] Edoubt nat but 
you eaſily ſee, chat if this reaſon prove any thing, it will as well prove — 9" 
ation, Redemprion, Sanctiſication, Reſurrection, Glotiſication , are 
them meer tranſient acts: Fox God acts theſe in Time: and: 3 
purpoſed to act them. Yea it will do as much to prove that God neveto did. nor 
can perform a meer tranſient act: becauſe he can do nothing but what he purpo- 
ſerk. What need you then apply this to Juſtification any more then to any thing 
elſe ? as if Juſtification had any peculiar participation in this honour, above 
ſome other acts l By your —— edividing the red ſea, the ſending of Manns 
and dl ape wricing of the ten Commandments, were none of chem meer . 


12. Immanent aRs paſs. not into the extrinſick oblecks and make no change 
on them, and therefore are not cauſall: and therefore caunot well as cauſais 
be denominated from their effects: there fore no immanent act of God can 
be called Juſtification, or part of Juſtiſication, or a juſtifying ac: For ir muſt 
be ſo denominated from the effect of juſt ifying: But it is-the tranſient act only 
that effecteth Juſtification (Paſſive:) therefore i it is che tranſient ad anly tar, is 
to be called Juſtificarion. 

13. I have oft times asked the Amipomizns, what. text of Seripture t could 
ſhew that calleth any Immanent Eternal act of God by the name of Juſtification, 
or of part of Juſtification ? and I could neyer- yet ſee any that they produced : 
and I ſuppoſe that you are alſo unable ro ſhew any (uch 3 or elſe "ou ie 
like, have done it. 

14. When you ſay [God decreed to "Jultibe] do not youplainly make: (Dea 
creeing] and Lale ] two 2 and denominate only the tranſiem act 
Inch Þs in fim e LJuſti 25 K o of other fact z as when we lay [Gal de- 
creed en J vu do His Decreeing was Creating, 

15. You conclude that Pu ove ho act uſt be confeſs if there be a Tran» 


fient one. nf. It is eaſily confeſt that an Immanent act (ſo called, fot our 
Ca Rants there is from Eternity 2 erer thing that is in Time 
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— HOG REEREN -you next tay, 
rhar (There aan be no other then the Deeree of God to paſs chis dungen: 20 
Lour contentieon fot this is bold, your proof of it weak. As Gods immanem a&s 
are the ſame with his E ſſence; do hehüb but One, that is, he is hut One: Un- 
der ſtandi Ang Nilling, is all: One; and ſo there is. but one Immanent 
akt in] Zondemnation, or what yon will elſe, beeauſe there is but 
One God: x > . God hath nor . y called an Act, becauſe he is 
boa But as we aſcribe One act to ogically ſpeaking of him according 
1 ſo muſt we on the ſame — aſcribe to him more then One, 
2 chem from the variety. of objects which they reſpect 
—— And ſo A you can diſtinguiſh between the Divine Intelle- 
Rion and Volition, ſo truly may we diſtinguiſſi the Volitions of God, according 
to the divert ſtare of the obſects. And ſo if we could yield to you chat there Ch 
Immanent act a part of] ion, er that carrieth in it as much as — 
of u as Righteous, we might fairly ſay as much, at leaſt, for another 
1 dee, Decres: Hor the Decree that you ſpeak of, is only [ a 
. and ſo hath for its Obel Lomer future : But 
— by whieh he willeth the relation of the as: 2 
ſon, —— 1 his — r TIT) = 
of the perſon as Righteous (Willingly and Approv uſt ; c 
call 2 of us to be 7 <p — 2 1 fone 
a but. neerer to it then th — Decree to paſs an wo 775 


= You adde [That this Decree of God to pals the nog at of juſtifying, 
caries in it as much as £oncerhs Gods remiſſion of fins, and modern dom of us as 
Kighteons.] _ — you at mean almoſt. what but how any 
man — hat knows not . by ſome — 
diſcovery, I — — I, Whether 15 you mean tc [as much xs concerns 
an-eflextial conflirutivs concernment, g, 4. {as much as conſtituteth ?] But 
ſo, then you ſhould exclude — 5; act, und the immanent atone ſhould 
not be [ (omewhart like Juſti6carion? bur Juftification it ſelf. For if this imma- 
nent be as much a3-conftitmeth remiſſion of fin, and acceptance of us as Righte- 
ons, and Juſtificacion conſiſtethof cheſe two only, then the immanent 4& is the 
whole of Juſtificarion. Or if you mean [| as much as concerneth it antecedently 
Del] chat were manifeſtly falſe : For the giving of Chriſt, the 3 | 
his Satis faction and Interceſſion, and many other acts concerning Remiſſion — 


Acceptance; ate antecedent to Juſtification, Ot if you ſhould — it in the full 
. as your werds import, vix, That nothing wanting ok Remiſſion 
Acceptante but only beer then it is yet more palpably falſe? but 

e you guilty of it, 1 my unlimited 


ede 1 2 740 
words do to exptels it. Or do you meun {38 much of Gods immanent a&i- 
on as concerns Remiſſion and Acceptance is found in this Decree to paſsche rran- 
bent act, ſoppoſing this to be part of out Juſtification, and the tranſient act the 


— 


N. a e kee ie) 
2 And what Taken. 
fication) it it be a part, and ſuch a 
that a mans ſoul is Like a man? ndation? is ſom 
Like to Building? The truth is, your terms wary Arby rr hs you hold cha 
Antinomian erernal — which = are aſhamed plalnly to Te” or c elſe 


_ ou — not whar — Fa our ſel f 14 FA 
Let do you repeat theſe uous words again, 4s thoſe, it * 
det fir your deſign * 1 you prove them thus: [If it do not, then . 
of fins, and Accepring of us as Righteous, are other immanent acts: but that 
cannot be:] Here you ſeem to explain your 3 of the former words, that 
ir is [La conſtirurive concernment ] that you ſpoke of: (but whether as the 
whole or as a part only I cannot tell.) For you ſay, that elſe theſe Care other im- 
manent acts * [Remiſſion and Acceptance are either Gods Decree, or other 


immanent acts. ] But f. . , ie you make it your W to prove 2 12 
1 cati us 


manent act ret. ſomewhat 25 Remiſſion 
kreous, are more then like fr. you ſay before [ Chee is, by 


the conſent of all Proteſtants; a Remiflich of fin and an accepranceof us as 

tem? 2. Why did you before lay your proof no higher then this, L that every 
tranſient act ſuppoſetþ an immanent, M s Decret.] 3. It ſeems to me here 
8 Juſtificarjon in We deEnition, Aan. you diſclaim it as to 


natne: 4. you ſeem Cif I can underſtand you) re maintaln that Re- 
miflionof A ion of us as Righteous are Peay Bantry For) le here 
import rhar theſe” L Decree, and you elſewhere ſay for the 

nity of rhe Decrees. you kntw, its Ince, that this is ſock * 
niſm, as that it was not 2 our credir opealy to own > tn he plalocſt com 
Lou give me not ſufficient — hero to ſtay long in confutation of this Error : 
yet briefly — — * 1. Ao e a tn hat oak 80 
not 2 nner eternity 2 (ot, t had no none 
ene : Tbetefote cf. by ewe, Hehe 


wi nor from eternity, was not 1 fi + Weng ered ity : 3 


eternity: Therefore, r. If you ſay to the , that it is enough ea ry 

ble of Remiſſion, that we were finners in cpgnits ? L anſwer, either ou {peak 

le ſe fwerion frturtionks, or de efſe exiſtemia ut :; If of the former, the de een 
: for [Fu is a term of Ne a to any true Being. An 


| b ect capable of Reini ſſion 


es nominey becauſe he wi 
. 


there is no obligation to puniſhment there js n cemilition 5 of 74 Pa or 
me there was no obligarion to puniſhmene from eternity: Therefore, be 
major is proved from the definition of Remiſſton: which is A diflolucion of an 
obligation to puniſhment· Where 1 5 no obligation, there: none to be dil: - 
- folved. The iner is proved thus $ He gabe: f is not obl 72 


niſhment: te nor af 2 
1h = 9 e wed: p re 
Ri - _—_——” — 35 32 . Fabbene 
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ou 

"I Cote roof 15 e, wal 7 22 are n0 e — 
but the Decree) is this: [For t . in the Underſtanding or the Will : 
bur neither, c.] An. 1. I eaſily yield that Remiſſion is no other immanent 
act; becauſe it i none at all 2. But your proof ſeems none to me. You lay, 
| 105 God cannot be ſaid to Decree to know any thing, or to Decree to will any 
16 Tour ar meg Ithiak lies thus: L If God cannot be {aid to Decree to 
how r will an Lives ing, then he bath no other immanent act but his Decree: 
But, c. Thetefore, c.] But here's no proof of the Conſequence; which needs 
proof. God cannot be ſaid to Decree to know himſelf (according to you 3 for 1 
profeſs I am ignorant of theſe high myſteries:) Doth it follow that therefore he 
doth not know himſelf? I think not, Nor doth it follow that the knowledge of 
himſelf is only his Deerce, as I ho ope you will eaſily conteſs. Moreover ( accor- 
15 1 you) God cannot be ſaid to Decree to know things to be Paſt., ( For you 
e cannot be ſaid to Decree to know.) Vet I think doth know, as his 
yr Eternity, ſo dur Time, and the Futurition, Preſence, and Preterition of 
things in our Time: and therefore it doth not follow that he bath no knowledge 
of things, but his Decree. For his. Decree. (as new taken.) is de futuris f bur 

beſides that God hath 1. a knowledge de Praterith, and, 2. de Preſertibas. 
You are, from the ant Gods knowledge and the Acbirrarineſs of his 


and many werds yau liſe which that, con Ladmice.at : 2 
that you ſhould Pele td be far 2 5 with the Be ature, as got 
only ro aſcribe to God the acts of man ſo far as you do, but ta determine which 
acts are neceffary, and which arbitrary, and that he cannot Decree to Know or 
to Will. Icon eb I am ready to tremble inſtead of replying, to think into whae 
Myſteries you lead me ſo boldly, But I reſolve, no further ro. follow you, then rt 
manifeſt your reſumption, and to ſhew you. That they are, things unſearchahl 
which you vainly pretend ſo well to know. 7 ala is. commonly diſtin 
gulſhed into mplicic eee & Purg 1. The, ormer is ſaid to be in 
order before the Dectee, and the later in order after it: therefore neither of them 
are taken for the Decree it ſelf: and will you gyerthrow both by reducing all to 
the Dectee ? The knowledge of Viſion is taken not to be neceſſary Fa but 
only on Nie ab of the Decree, which anteceding in order of nature doth cauſe 
the Tirellig oblecks. For, ſay they, it is hy this Decree that things paſs from 
the —.— of Felle, Into the, numbe of things Forgre : and they cannot 
known as future, tilt are future 3 and they are made fucure Freely and not Ne- 
ceſſarily: hetefore en nat ge 0 of Futures there is. a freedom radicaluer c 
participative. And ſo it is no ſuch hard or abſurd conceſſion, to ſay, God might 
ie be, what he knows: as, long as he might not have made it an intelli- 
ible obje | 
s 20. You next proceed to an 6bje eg ion, nad f caſt in your own way ;. and 


though T K e * e TE work, 10 War you 
is ulc of of 


were confident 4 8 here I think! 
au ſay befor Me putz n 


1 e oor are juſtified 


in Gods fighr. Theo 
Sed] af w I have. f. before, 3. Your va the 
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that [It ſignit 2 — y giren by Ged, v 
that we are juſt iſie — A yon fay LSiglu in God fignifies a 
-us ro ſee rend we'are {aid' to Juſtified.io- bis , | S- 
were; evident to our fight that we are juſtißed.] This interpretation is to me 
ſomething ſtrange; and not eaſily received, both becauſe of irs Ecrour, and be- 
cauſe you ſay ſo little to cover that 'Errour, but thruſt ſo groſs a conceit upon us 
upon your own authority. I rather think that the aſcribing of ſuch New acts to 
God, is 1. Frem the Moral Act df his Law, God: being faid to do that which 
bis Law doth > and fo he is ſaid ro judge us Rightequs, when his Law oſ grace 
doth ſo judge us: and e are ſaid to be Righteous in eftimatione Drun;; when we 
axe ſo in ſenſu Legi. 2. From the change of the object: For as the yariery of 
obje&s denominateth Gods acts as divers, ſoon the ſame reaſon the Novity of 
the objects muſt denominate them as new, though they be immanent acts. 3. And 
by an Anthropopathie, Sight. is oft put for Gods Remembrance or Obſer- 
vation. a ö ' wt GRIN 4 f 1 27 E 17 2511 286711! 
- Bur you thruſt upon us pure Antxinomĩan fancies. 1. If your conceits be true, 
then none is to be accounted ¶ Juſtiſied in Gods ſigbt ] that do not (te: them ſelves 
to be juſtified 3 for yonllal {Sigh in God, ſignifies a making us ſee ] Then 
wo to all thoſe honeſt ſouls that ſee not themſelves juſtified, nay rather them=- 
ſelves condemned: But yet if I diſcourſe with ſuch, I will venture to give ahem 
better encouragement, for all your doctrine 3 and to tell chem [You may be ju- 
Rified in Gods ſight, when you are condemned in your own.] 1 Shall we per- 
uſe the Scriptures chat uſe chat phraſe,” and ſee Whether albor any one of them can 
bt under ſtood a8 Mr. N. b them in the Antinomlas · May of AMenifeſts- 
mom + u. For ſight ſhall no man be juſtißed. Doth it, mean; no man 
hall — — Forgiue not iheir iniquity, nemher blot out their 
— thy fight. * Ts that only meant pf hiding the remiſſion from their ſight? or 
exring them know the non-forgivencſs ? Where: the Scripture {peaks ſo oft of 
that which in good in ibe fight of Gad, or that which is cuil in bi Abr, Doth ic 
nean — — t it is good ar evil Aae is ſo good in the ſight 
of ſinners as that w i evit $1i/the- Gobt.of God Lr Job 15. 15. The heaven arg 
weedltan in biefight; Job 25.5. The ſturrer are lot pure in bi fight. ä a 
' Gidum the creature fee Þ Heb: 13.21. Working in eu ibat which is well 
in bi fbr. Is this making us ſee ?-It were too long to recite all 3 If the 
Reader will peruſe the teſt, 1 Fob 3. 22. Exod. 1 5. 26. 2 fam. 12.9. 1 Cbren. 9.13. 
Pl y 2. 14. — — Nom 3.20. Mm. 11.26. Luk. 10. 1. K 151. Pal 194. 
& 51.4. K 9g;419, & 505 — og ar any ot ber where this: braſe 
is uſed conter ning: Od, (L leave it to his on whether any one of them 
be taken in Mt K ſenſe: | That of 2 Chron. 3 K. 3. which he brings, is nenber the 
ſame phraſe; nor hath the ſame ſenſe: and thereſore is nothing to the matter. 
Yer is not Mr. 's e on of that ſatis factory neither: Fot he cannot prove 
that it is meant meer of diſcov 


A n he they will 
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21. That I mdy know whom he ſpeaks to, he adderh II am fure Mr. Baxter 
ho ouot x. 'Schiblty and Keckerman ac every bout cnnet be 
nr.] Tue marter which he mentioneth is nothing to his Cauſe, | Bur: dee hat 
an overcharged ſtamack this Learned man bath ? - How many caſts bath; he bad 
already in vomiting up the choler of his (corn ? And yet it comes up ſtill as freſh 
and as bitter as if he felt nolevamen by all that evacuation. Truly his oft (corn- 
Full r quotation of theſe childiſh Authours, cauſed me at laſt to turn 
overall my to ſee how oft itis char I quote them. And I can finde Suarex 
bur onee named; and no place of him cited. Kecterman but once cited, and there 
teiee named ; and Schiblerrhrice, ' Yer dorh this man tell the world I quote them 
at every turn; ſo well may we believe his confident Aſſertions about the unſearch» 
able nature and myſteries of God, who bath the face to ſpeakthus in a viſible mat- 
ter of fact, where any man that will but try it may finde him —— Nay, ſee the mo- 
deſty of the manl I cited two ot them once, and the third chrice in a whole Book: and 
in theſe five or ſix leaves he tels me of it, or ſcorns me for ir twelve time! 
21. He next addeth To Dectee to Will, cannot be aid : for that is as much 
23 to Will ro Will, which was never heard of 3 the object of the Will being ac 
beſt, but her imperate act, not her own elicite «@.] Reply, 1. I Rill abhor your 
preſumptuous pretence of knowing more of God then you de knew, and of (© 
mesſuring him by man. fl. Still-defiderantur modeſtia & veritas. Who, would 
think that a man — much to Learning, ſhould never have met with 
Schoelman,er Philoſopher that which he bereſairb{was never heard © 
or having read it (yea or not having read it) durſt {p. boldly ſpeak thus d At les 
he have ſeen ti in ebe moſt and obriousWrizings of our own, Di 
vines. In Ane his Caſes of Confc.li,r:cap.7;' theſt ars che laſt words: Min 
vere dicimm & ex onninm gentiam conſenſii, Valo Velle. Believe which thou wilt, 
Reader ; but I am ſure there's a wide difference between theſe two men: when 
one ſaith, Dicimss omnium gemium conſenſa 3 and the ocher ſaith { Is was. never 
heard ef] Vea Feryimoin's Orthodox. ce)-29; (a Chapter worth the read» 
2 — 7 4 2. —— —— kimſalf — 

cum permit Lapſum e mere Ne, ſal can aligus ä 
ou vulr non Yelle, . e. —— 
Sum . 


ino: & ileowen ſolum non vale;} ſeerians 
ſupra ſt non bleme : Dun ſcilicet nan Yult Ada mum peceare, 
on mera negatione, ſed etiam Vu ſe nou Velle: & bac eſt actual & poſotrus per» 
miſſo. ia tamen ut in prims figno fr Negitio pura, &. Proiule cum Dem Nelue- 
ri ab aterns non Velle lapſum, habuit actum refiexnivam neg asi Kc. 4 D- 
germingvit fore inquier. 'Minimer Aft bar.] This d approved by Churches of 
Franc. And yet rhis Learned man dare cell the world in pria, that it was never 
heard of : which char he might bayeſafely done, he had need of mate ears then 
wo. And it ſeems this Learned man hath read little of; the comentions of rhe 
Jelaites and Dominicans about che narure of free-will, where be mighe have ſeen 
many of them couch this Queſtion, as Petavim dath agaiaſt inan Leni, ali- 
as, Fromendes, and others frequently. > Nay it ſeems! he: is. « ranger em the 
$choofmen too: Perhaps in ſtead of reading them, he oon, them 33 be dork 
Sedibley, Suet und Keekermiy; /\ Spotus in 4, ſem. doft.49: q:g. fol. (mihi) 266. 
ſSpticiter ot 4 | que 
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— — willerh ir. For that Deus welt ſeipſem harh beers 2 ung 


1 


ir neclry 
— to make more Conſcience bereat- 
ter of falſe he hath read ſo very little, or loſt it again, ra- 
ther humbly to ore Moree his fection (as we that are guilty of the like 
muſt alſo do) then to make a co rain-glorions oftenration of that which ir 
feems by rhis, and —— tet he bath not. 
Let us adde ſome Reaſons, that the Blicite acts may be the objects of other Be 
licite acts of the Will; and not che Imperate only, as Mr, K. faith. | 

1. As Scots urgueth before from the ion wich the Imellect. A man 
may —— wow he doth underſtand, by a reflect ac: Therefore he may Will 
that he Will. 
” That which e. Good may be Willed : But an Elicite AE of 
the Will may be an Good: Therefore, te. 
3. A man may 


1 — Lang mor 4 For if the 'Bnd not be 
Witied, what may ?) Bu his everla $s confiſteth partly in the Eli- 
cite Ads of his own ill everlaſtingly ＋ rug exerciſed on God: [God 
ObjeRively our Happineſs) Therefore, r. Velle, Amare, Frui, are ads that 
muſt de 3 and eicher may be Willed, or no man may will bis own 


happine 

12 Whatſoever 18 rehended to bea gt enn rothis End or Happineſs, may 
be Willed Bur the Blicit aQs of the Will may be apprehended a fir — Sora A | 
Therefore, &c. They are commanded, and they are made Conditions of Happi» ' 
neſs : and therefore are a means. 

5. The EffeQs of Gods ſpecial ſaving Grace on the ſou! may be Willed : But 
the Rlieite Acts of the ſanRified Will, are the Effects (and principal eſſects) of 
Gods ſpecial ſaying Graceon the ſoul 2 Therefore, &s. 

6, That which 7 may pray for, that be may and muſt wm: Buc he 
FT Tue Abts of elende Will: Therefore, gr. As be may 
bag g ord; help iy Unbelief: 1 [Vid tenen 
3 

my 


and bereafter Willing, e 
of a thonſaud feel thas my 


unwillingneſs 3 and that in theſe ſeveral wayes- — 
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would fain be more V ſt . Nayt 2 — f 
this increaſe of wy Wi ingneſs {which is indeed the Increaſe of. moſt i my 
Gra abt main buſineſs of my life, cmmitted to me by God, and to. be i 
gended by my ſelf. And if. I hould caſt off this gieat bulneſs; and 0 99 05 
e more. Willingneſs or Grace, nor pray fr more, nor labout for more, hecgule 
ous of. his ſubtilqy tels wei, That the Elicire Act is not the Wils objects. 
defool d out of m Chriſtianity and Salvation by a triyial trick of vain 
hy. 3. I finde that by a preſent Act of Will, I do Will a future Act. 


now that I may alſo Will co morrow, and to my lives end, and for ever 


Pai is an Li of che Will :). He will therefore prove hat he onge ſaich, and that's 


ws 


het 1 

petite, then to Will che exerciſe of he gational Will. 1 
— would not be diſturbed hy the line | 2? 
Wil freely ? Dork nor be that Willeth che means, muc 
. 44. | | 


— 


Ls | =D | | "7 ic 1 * * | 
| A . the Impediment, a Means to your freer. and more Ii- 
"roſe Wilig? Anddoporyeu your elf Will the increaſe of your Willingnel 
upon the q of that Appetite  Bekdes, I hope you do not think 
ſturbance of rhe ſenficive Appetite, is the onely Cauſe of oor Imperfection in 
aQual Willing: Or that our own Habitual Corruption and diſtemper of the Will 
Ir ſelf, is not a greater Cauſe. 8 
After all this you conclude, that (ir appears there is no new Immanent act in God 
requiced yea poſſible to the juſtifying of a man, beſides his Decree to juſtifie, 
To which I ſay, Though it little appear to me from any of your arguing, yet 
eaſily yield ro che Negative part of your Concluſion 3 and 1 ſay, chat the De- 
cree it (elf is no part of Juſtification, but an Antecedent. 
Again, Let it be obſerved, that all this arguing will as much prove 2c Gods 
Immagenr act is like to Creation, Sanctification, Glorification, Damnation, or 
any thing chat ever God did, as to Juſtification : For of all his Works it is as 
true, that he doth nothing but what he decreed to do. And ſo it may as well be 
2 that our Glorification is an Immanent act from Eternity, as our Juſti- 
cation. | | 


ms 
— 
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$. 30. | 
Mr.K. Moe parictey, it will be as Evident that his Decreting to Remit our 
ſns, carries 4 Remiſſion of them taxtamount ; Fer who ſball charge them 
en us, where God decreeth ts remit thew ?. The Gonſcieuce I confeſs may 3 ſo may the 
Devil jo 
1, 


ing with our conſcience but all this whuls their charge is of no great danger ts 
God hub decreed to remit them to us : and though they may trouble as they can- 
not damn ws, for that their charge is to be 2 Name, as for fins commntel 
againſt bis (own and Dignity ; Now where he hath decreed to remis thoſe fins, there is 
no danger f ſuffering for them, let whas ever accuſers manage the E e aglinſt us, 
all that they can do is bus this, to bring us to cry Gitilty, and thereupon to appeal to God + 
for Mercy 3 who upon our appeal to him for Men, be is graciouſly pleaſed to pronounce 
pardon to . Godbimſelf I acknowledge alſo may charge them on us ; and proceed in 
ſeverity againſt us for a while; but this goes not any wy obſtructive to bis Decree” to 
remit fn, but rather ſubſervient to it, and to ng 7 to ſee and confeſs our fins, au1 caſt 
our ſelves wholly on his Mercy in Ghrift, iu which reſp ect I might better ſay, that Gol 
doth ſhew love even in puniſhing unregenerate men that are Ele, then you did erewhiles, 
that he may be ſaid to hate Godly men, when be puniſheth or rather correcteib them : 
Puniſhment gming chiefly at the ſatis fact ion of F4ſtice, Correction at the amendment of 
the offender.” So then his Decree of Remitting carries in it as much as is requred 

any immanent Act in bim to our Remiſfion, and ſo much as neceſſarily procures the tran- 
fem Aft in the time that be 2 for it. His Decrees are lite Mount Zion, and 
ſtand faſt for euer: The Counſel of the Lord Randerh for ever, che thoughts of his 
heart to all generations, P/@.33.1 1. - 


| §. 30. re | 
i Lrantomount] is a word made for your uſe; Cauſes that dare not 
I 'ſee the light, uſe co go covered ich ſuch terms as will ſtretch. But if 
you meanplainly, that the Deeree doth amount to as much as 4 remiſſion ot ſin,] 
chen I m ſay, that youe Doctrine is e Antinomiaaiſm. = 
'$ | , 


rhe conſciemious Reader that loves Gods rruchtand his own Pette;tonfder by theſe 
few particulars following, what 4 Theology,nry af Clemi (hl ent ned 
1. Doch not thös lend men to flight Chriſt and hls ſufferiigs , and to lock on 
bis Deach as that which did tem no great For when all our fins were tan- 
tamount forgiven from Eternity, there was little left for Chrift to do by his Death, 
Meri, Iaterceſſion, c. as to our Remiffion, 
1. How ſmall a matter is left for the Regenerare to receive upon their Repent- 
and Believing in Chriſt, as to Remifſion of fins, when they are tantamount 
(I maſt uſe Mr.K's School · term) remitted already 7 Te rhis the Repenting and 
Believing for Remiſſion of fin which Scriprare mentlonerh ? 

$, How ſmall a matter is left for Bapriſm ro ſeal and exhibit, as to Remifion, 
when all fin wes tantamoum Remitted Eternity? 5. 

4. Where is the Excellency and Glory of the Goſpel, either as to the Narrs- 
vive, Preceptive, ot Promi art ? the Narrative, it makes à large De- 
clarat ion how Chriſt was Promiſed, Incarnate, Bord, how he Obeyed, Suffer- 
ed, Satisfied, Merited, Roſe, Intercedeth to procure a Remiſſion which was 
tantamount done already even from Eternity. For the Preceptive, it preſcti- 
beth man a way to obtain Remiſſion by coming to Chriſt, and to maintain that 
Remiſſion by abiding in Chriſt, when our fans were tantamount remitted from 
Eternity. The Promiſe ſeemet h to hold forth an excellent benefit, and all men 
are invited to Receive k; and when als done, it offereth and promſſeth to do 
that which is done tantamoust already from Eternity. If you ſay, that yet Clift 
and the Goſpel have their Bucelleney'# they teſpect other benefits, vit. our San» 
Rification and Glotifitation!T anſwer actording to Mr. N x gtounds,jc muſt be ſaid 
that theſe alſo were done tahramount from! Eternity, in that they wert Decreed. 

5. How (mall a matter have Chriſtians daly to pray for, in that Petition 
Lrergius we our epa] when they were tuntamoum forgiven from Eternity? 
And what a (put is this to prayer ? | | We 

6, How (mall a matter have they to Gre Thanks for, ut received thtengh 
Criſt from the promiſe, upon prayet; . | "hy, K 

7. How ſtalſ a matter 48 to Rertiifion of fin, do we tective in the Lords Sup- 
per, when it was dene tantamoutit before ? 

8. How great t help doth this Doctrine give to Obedience, when men are told 
that all theilt ſins are rancamount forgiven from Brernity ? 

. How ſmall a Difference between the Rate of the Regenerate and unre- 
genermsz ſoppeſing them Rleck? The fins of one are forgiven, and the other 
rantanount, + gt >a | | 
10. How unſonndly do we perſwade Wicked men of their miſery, and tell them 
that God hateth all the workers of iniquity , and that they are by natute children 
of wrath, &'c. when for ought we know all their fins were tantamount forgiven 
from Eternity? And kow hard to convince them of any ſuch miſery, when they 
have this Reply? Lay all this together, and ſee how much of our Religion and 
Chriſtianity is left ! | 

But he proves all this by a Queſtion” {Who ſhall charge them on us where 
gecreeth to remir them ?) 'T Reply, The ſame perſons, and s man) ad/might 
bare charg'd them on u, if Ged had not decreed it. His Decrer takes off no 
charge, nor diſables any from charging ud. It were not an Immanem AR, if it 
br 


emnation 


— ͤ—-—V»Wũ 
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Condemnation of the Law, cill we believe, as if no fuch Decree bad 
». What che Law doch, Gad doth by it; ter it is bis foftrument. 3. Saran 
ſelf chat Conſcience, Sean, and God may charge unt Bur you ſay {rhere is ne 
danger]! Reply. 1. Wha if vou were to lie afl your |ife in torment with che 
one gr your, and yet were ſure chat you ſhould die never the ſooner , and fo 
there were no danger? Would youthink yourſelf tantamount a found man ? Is 
ic (o ſmall a matter in your gyes for an elect man to lie under the guilt of fin, and 
as an enemy to God till near his death, ſo be it he be not in danger of damnati- 
en? 2. If you mean char their damnation is nen- futurd, I confeſs' it 1 And fo 
ic would be if God ſhauld but ſora- Know ic, and net deeree it (ſappyßng ir 
might be the object of ſuch a fore- knowledge.] 3. But yet 1 think it is not fit 
language to ſay chere is no danger of (uftering for fins that God harh decree to 
remic.] —_ * tends. — * ny ds dig to de- 
liver us anger ng, chen We were in er of ing: Bur 
Chriſt did die to deliver us from it e Therefore , . Would yoo mile de- 
lieve chat Chriſt ſaved us from no danger by his death? 2. The actual Con- 
vet ſion and Jultificarion of the Rlect, is at them from danger: Therefore 
they were in danger. 3. If rhe Elc& unconverte are in no danger, then you 
muſt preach no to them, nor perſwade them to avoid any, nor to repegr 
the incurring of any: or if, becauſe you lenow not the Elect, you ( < 4 
danger, you mult tell them that you mean it not of the Ele& : But 45 fucgel; 
ſuch preaching would have, is etſie to conſeſture. 4. Where men are bound to 
Fear and Apprehend danger, there is danger: But God bindeth the Ble& os 
after Converſion, much more before) to Fear and Apprehend danger ;*'There- 
fore, @s There can be no Fear, here chere is no Apprehenſion of danger 3 
no more then there can be Love without the Apptehenſion of Good to be belohed. 
Chrift bids his Diſciples, Fear him that i able 10 both body and fad iy be 
fire; And ſo Heb. 4.1. n of emring imo bis veſt, any of 
you ſbould come ſhort of it, God bids us fear: Mr. K. tantamount bids us, Fear not, 
by telling us there is no danger · 5. Where men are bound to labout, tun, ſtrive 
and uſe much mant to eſcape danger, there is danger : But ſo God hath bavad 
the Ble& : Therefore, c. How many Texts might be gired chat binde us 80 
ſave our ſelves, and ſeek our deliverance, and that of our eſcaping, gur de- 
liverance and (alvation, which all imply a om which we eſcape, are ſa- 
ved and delivered? 6, Matth. 5. 21,22. He that calleth hi brother Fool, ꝶ in Aan 
ger of bell fire ; But an Elect man hach called his brother fool : Therefore, ge 
7. Nay it this be erue, chen God never ſaved his e frem any Danger. For 
hc that never was in danger canpot be ſaved ont of it. And he chat was from E- 
ternity Decreed to be pardoned, according to your Doctrine, was never in dan- 
ger. 8. And then we ougbt to give no chanłs to God the Facher, or to Chriſt 
the Redeemer, or to the _ Ghoſt the SanRiker, noc to any Preacher ar ather 
Inſtrument, for ſaving us from any danger of puniſhment. I think theſe are not 
matters to be made light of: nor that rine of Libertiniſm co bs cheriſhed, 
L 
But les us your Reaſons: Lou ſay [che charge is to ought.in G 
name.] Reply. So it may be nevertheleſs forthe — z for that rakes off none 
of the charge. You adde ¶ All chey can do is but this, to bring us 19G) Gui, 
and 3 Reply. 1. Muft they cry Guil- 
Th |; 2 ö N 


14. 


[92] - 
ty, and look for Mercy and Remiſſion, that were tantamount forgiven from E- 
ternity? 2. Either you ſpeak of an unconverted ele& perſon in this life 3 or 
elſe as ſuppoſing he were at Judgement in that eſtate. If the later be your meanin 
then their Acculation might and would do more then you ſpeak of, and wot 
tend to condemnation (if iuch a cale might be ſuppoſed .) If the former be your 
meaning, then theſe Ele& perſons do [ Cry Guilty, and appeal te — 
true Faich, or without it. If wich Faith, then their fins are remitted further 
then by Decree, and theſe are not the perſons now in Queſtion. If without faith 
then they are not Forgiven for all this. As long as the Elect remain unregenerate, 
though that Law, and Satan, and Conſcience accuſe them, yet they do not Belie- 
vingly ſeek mercy: and if they were in that ſtate at Judgement, it were too late to 
ſeek Mercy. a | 

Next you [acknowledge that God himſelf alſo may charge fin on us, and pro- 
ceed in ſeverity againſt us for a While; bur this charge is not any way obſtructive 
to his Decree to Remit ſin, c.] Reply. God may be ſaid tocharge ſinne on the 
Elect before faith. 1. By obliging them by kis Law to puniſhment. 2. By in- 
flict ing (ome ſmall part of the puniſhment on them, You ſeem to me to take 
notice notice only of the later. But every Chriſtian muſt acknowledge that for 
all Gods Decree, we are all Obligati ad penam ſempiternam, till we are united to 
Chriſt by faith. To ſay this is not obſtructive to Gods Decree, is nothing to 
the queſtion. The worlds being uncreared from Eternity, did not obſtruct Gods 
Decree of making it, and the EleQ's being unſanctified or unglorified doth not 
obſtruct Gods Decree of Sanctifying and Glorifying them: and yer this proves 
not perſecuting Saul was tantamount ſanctified and Glorified. And what if God 
make the knowledge of our Damnable ſtate, or our non · remiſſion, a means to Re- 
miſſion? That —— prove that we are before remitted in whole or in part, or 
tantamount. 

Whether yon ſpeak. to Mr. Goodwin or me, about the phraſe of [ hating 
| 1 I know not : but if to me, I do not believe that ever I ſo 

oke, 
. Your diſt inct ion of Puniſhment from chaſtiſement, is perverſe: ſo learned a 
man ſhould know, that Puniſhment is ihe Gena and Chaſtiſement is a Pecies 
of it. All Puniſhment is for the Demonſtration of Jultice 3 but not all for 
the ſatisfact ion of Juſtice, Correction is as well for a Demonſtration of J u- 
ſtice, as for Amending the Offendor: Elſe it were meer Aﬀflition, and no 
Correction. | 

Your Concluſion next laid down, much differs from the divers formerly laid 
down, and which you ſhould have proved ; and yet I have ſhewed, for part of 
this, how ill you have proved it: though, for my part, I know no Cauſe that 
J am engaged in that will be any whit prejudiced by yielding you all; as I eaſily 
yield you, that the Tranſient AQ will certainly follow. : 


* _ _— 
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S. 31. 
Mr. . NEF- bis Decree to Accept us, carricth as much tos; and there needs nothing 
but a Tranſient Act to prove bis Acceptance, and evidence it to ms: ſor 10 
decree 10 look upon us as righteous, is not to look npon ws a5 righteous in our ſelves, but his 
fon ; and tothic looking on us, there needs no new immanent Act, bejoud bis eleFing 1 
io ſaith in hi von, and perſeverance in thus faith: „ 
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Eternity 10juſtific us in time. 
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6 S. 31. 
R. B. I Shall never think the bigheit pretenders to exact explications to be the 
beſt performers, for your ſake. You treat of Acceptance; but ho can 
finde by all that you ſay, What you mean by | Acceptance.] You ſay, L Th. 
it ſound like an-Immanent act it is to be ſenſed as Trranfient,] but what that 
Ti anſient act is, for all your promiſes, I can hardly finde you diſcovering. Surely 
{ro — in our 22 ſpeech ſigniſieth an Immanent act of the Will; but 
ſo you take it not; elſe muſt you yield that Immanent acts may be Decreed. Be- 
ſides this, it may ſignifie the Moral action of the Law of Grace, which virtually 
judgeth the perſon Righteous, and its action is Geds action. But this you can 
[eſs digeſt : and therefore hat your {Acceprance] means, let him tell that knows. 
All that I can finde is, either that it is [the Giving of faith] or [the Making us 
know our Acceptance] of which mere anon, 

You ſay [ There needs nothing but a Tranſient act to prove his Acceptance, and 
evidence it to us.] Rep. Here is then but Iwo Acts needfull : the one is [ Decree- 
ing to Accept us as Righteous :] This is not Accepting, as the word and your 
own confeſlion neſs: The other is [a Tranhent act to prove and Evidence his 
Acceptance. ] This cannot be acceptance neither: For what man will ſay, that 
the evidence and proof is formally the ſame with the thing proyed and evidenced. ? 
Is it all one [to Accept) and [to evidence and prove Acceptance?) What a maze 
do you run your ſelf into under pretence of diſcovering the truth? You have fairly 
diſputed Acceptance] into Nothing. - 

You adde [ For to Decree to look upon us as Righteous, is not to look upon us 
as Righteous in our ſelves but in his Son, ] Rep. To Decree to look, is not to 
Look: elſe you may ſay, it is a Decree to Decree. Your phraſes of Lin our ſelves] 
and [in his Son] may be ſo interpreted as to make your ſenſe true 3 but if you 
mean that it is Chriſt only and not we, who is the ſubject of that relative Righ- 
teonſneſs, which formally makes us Juſt, then it is falſe. 

You ſay [And to this looking on us, there needs no new Immanent act beſides 
electing to Faith and Perſevetance.] Rep. I pray you then tell us what you mean 
by {Looking on 1010 an Immanent act ic is not, you tbink: And is Gods 
{Looking on us as Juſt] a tranſient act? What act then is it? Did you ſay, That 
God is ſaid to Look on us as Juſt, when his Law call us Juſt, 1 ſhould not diſ- 
agree with you: but you diſclaim that. But J forgot that ycudid expound your 
meaning before upon [ Gods ſeeing :] as Gods ſeeing is a making us to ſee, ſo 
its like you mean {Gods Decree.to look on us as Juſt] is a Decree to make us 
Look on our ſelves as Juit : and ſo the perſon is changed. Bur if this be your 
meaning, 1 had as lieve you ſaid nothing. | bb THE 

Bur I will tell you again that if you-will take [an Immanent act] formaktey for 
Gods eſſence, ſo there is none new, nor is there any more then one ; Knowing, 
Willing and Nilling, Love and Hatred are all one. But if. you will conde ſennd 
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Mr. K. „TIA [mmanent alf cannot be called „ 
Tie #0. Immer af makers neat change in ſ ent, 46 
' 1 


appears hende, that 


10 Fuſtiñ cation doth 5 
That 4 ill v9 juſtiſie au, is 4 Mr. Barter nightly ſath, tarminus diminuens, and 
camut be the aX whereby we are juſtified, That Fuſti aon & 01.4% hands conſeſſed to be 
prononucing or ing of ws RI which cannot be done by au Immunent at clone ; 
nba thes the T aff ? Before I can ſpeck Hutu to this, it i ft to ſet down 
that Remiſſion of fins, and eſtating us in the condition and previledges of Righteous, are 
the tm parts diftingurſbed ratione ratiocinata & leaf, all graut, / muſt need. 
ſay, I think Really. n of foxs being the firſt, and mich of. caurſe draws the her 


aſter it, enquire we 1. Whether aft of God whereby he remits aur 


aur fins? 2, What this ic? 
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5. 32. 

R. Z. I Am loath to {, againſt you where you are pleaſed to plead my cauſes 
1 yer I muſt gi — brief — 2 That Jufkeries 
makes on the ſubject a real change, as oppaſed to Feigned, Nominal, Patential, 
e. I yield : but not as oppoſite to Relative : Wheretore our Div ines ardinarily 
call Sanctiſicat ion a Real change, as oppoſite to the Relative change of Juſtifics» 
tion. . It ous _ ſort of — — —_— 828 — ri 

a pronouncing or ring us Righteous :] your after ar ds ulti 
fication 2 — Who dath not ꝓield chat Conſti- 
turive Juſtification goes before Sentential 2:.Dothinot God maike us Juſt before he 
1 F Yer in this confukenida au go on ſtill 3 and ſuch 
do you make with [ Immänent and. Tranveat] 8s if bu would wear 
theſe words thredhate, or never have done wich them? 80 —— 
4 57 thele 
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ait gien u your Pott, hy dhe da n b n 
So often do you promiſe ug over and over to enquire x hat is the Tranſient 

i" fullifcmion, and fr bf (ſpeaking panty ie) that you rilfed thy N= 
zation to ſuch a height, that I looked for much more then ordinary: But when 
1524 read to the end, and could ſcatce perceive certainly, whether ever you ſpake 
to the Point ar all, or at leaſt in ſo few ſyllables and ſo obſcurely, that 1 am un- 
certain whether 1 under ſtand what you mean, I confeſs you left me between ad- 
mirstion ard indignation ! that afterall your prologues and promiſes, and dur 
reateſt hopes, you ſhould my aſleep when you ſhould come to the work, or ctafe 
before you remembred the performance,made me reſolve to ſet lighter by ſuch pro- 


miſes hereafter. 
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Mr. K. O prove that there ůᷣ a Tranſient act, they tell us no more (ſaith Mr. Baxter 
A Takes doth tranſire in orine Avpedaduntdly/; Ns a — 
val change on our Relations, though not 4 real upon — I conſeff every tran- 
fitio, to ufe that word, in ſubjectum extraneum makings Morel change, ib not ne- 
ceßari 4 Tranſient act: For if it be only as upon an Object, whereto is given but an 
| ecall denomination, not as upon the ſubſect of « Real! change, made by the a#, the 
aff bah 10 rivte 16Tyayfient : for doth this much : but whereever js 4 Moral 
c 


egal cHange made, there % of neceſſhty 4 Tranfient aft; for that the Lows 
notice of Immaurm af; and the N of God takes ww noties of any 
v1" An by luftin 


fiext 
a 
take no em 47 | 
FE b to T th of Gel} thi within & waht the more LA et. 
it of Gol; more def led: So 4 m t 
Fade neighbours 4 & tvokt en by God as a thief, the goods norwithſtending 
, ad yo ion of the Owner, nor doth God chagenge them. 
change i them ; Wherever then there h a Mordll, I. e. 4 
- 1 a, unt this being in Juſtification, 4 Tr 
ly Yequiyed to this thinge.” New T yield Mr. Baxter that (ho Tr | 
minted in 1 Relution, nd the immediltte effect of Gods cnion or Re- 
re fut, miſt be ſentewhat Reully) wrought, either upon the ſinxer, or ſomewhat elſe 
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N. B. F Will not fland to open any Wweakrreſſes of impertinencies in this Se- 
ton, a8 long as the fcope is ſound, leſt I ſhew my ſelf as quatrelſome 
as you. 
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T cannot perſwede my ſelf to lerde my old Dockers to follow My. Bixter, for a thing 
bab ld this. , 44 the promulgation of the New (vuenant firſt and ſtil be a 
tranßtem act; this Covenant huh an odde empty Morall ation in juſtifiing us when we 
believez and by the promalgation of this Coen tut God doth as improperly give us the 
Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, and diſable the Lim to condemn ve, 4s ſhall by 4 
tha all here þoken of actieni, is hui of actions improperly ſo calle i. and ſuoh as cannot ſuffice 
to make 4 Reall effect. | x 


34. 
R. B. VV Ho your old Doctors are : __ unknown to me; for I remember 
not that I have ever read any Doctor betore you that goeth your way 
(if I know it) and am in hope that I never ſhall reade any ſuch hereafter. For 
your not following me, as I have not been very eager to obtrude my opinions on 


any, ſo if it be no mote for your own advantage then mine, am not 
ſo deſirous of your company, but that I can be without it. Now to the 
Matter. 


I am very glad that I am come to a Controverſie more eaſie and more uſefull 
then that which you made and ſtuck in ſo long before. As for my opinion abour 
the nature of Remiſſion of ig, I have had ogcalion to view and review it ſince the 
writing of my Aphoriſmes, and have received Animadverſions on this very Point 
of another nature then are theſe of Mr. K's, both for Learning, Sobriety, and 
Exaftneſs of Judgement; and upon my moſt faithfull and 7 petuſal of 
all, I muſt needs profeſs my (elf much more. ſatisfied in my firſt opinion, and 
confident of its verity, then I was before: And (ome Learned men (as moſt 
* hath) do fully conſent to it, and confirm it in their Animadverſions 3 
and I remember none of che reſt ( (ave the fieſt · intimated Reyerend Learned 
a that doth contradict it, of all thoſe Judicious excellent men that have 
vouchſafed me their private Animadvetſions. And even he doch confeſs all that 
action of the Law and change made by it, which I mention, as being a known 
truth beyond Controverſie 3 only he thinketh chat the name of Juſtification is to 
begiven to no act but a Judicial Sentence, which I call, the moſt perfect ſort of 
Jullification, Indeed I am aſhamed that I ſpake, ſo ſtrangely of ſo eaſie and 
familiar a Truch, as if it had been ſome new diſcovery, when all that are 
verſt in Politicks and Laws may diſcern it to be ſo obvious: but thezreaſon 
wk that I had not read any thing of it in Divines as to our preſenc 
CI E. 

Before I come to Mr. K. let me tell the Reader my thoughts of Remiſſion more 
fully. Pardon actively taken is an act of God. Paſſive pardon is the terminm or 
effect of that act. Pardon Active, is 1. Mencall, in a more imperfect, dimi- 
nute, and leſi- proper ſenſe called Pardan: As when a Prince doth pardon a xay- 
tour ſecretly in his own thoughts and reſolution only. This is applie i to God 
ſpeaking aſter the manner of men (in Which manner we are neceſſicated to ſpeak 

of God:) and it is not (as Mt. K. imagineth) eee as being 
the ſame with his Decree de fiturs (ſo far as we may conceive of G2ds Immanent 
8s 1 divers:) though it be but the ſame act tllat receiverh theſe divers denoml- 
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or Condemnation. 3. Which Real faundatians bei 2 "i 
ceſſerily fal-. ? 


nations from ibe diverſity of the objects. 2. The ſecond Active 

nal, Legal and Conſtituti de; which by ſignifying Gods Will, dot L 
ſtitute vs pardoned, by cauſing our J 4d Impunitatem vel Libergtionem, i. e. by 
diſſolving the Obligation to puniſhment, or by taking away guilt. The action 
or cauſation of this pardon, is bur ſuch as is that of every Fundamewam in cauſing 
irs Relation. 3. Pardon taken actively alſo may ſigniſie the very Grant of the 
a& of Pardon (whether particular or general, abſolute or conditional ) that is, 
the a& of Legiſlation (in our caſe) whereby the Law of Grace is formed, as che 
remitting Inſtrument. This goes before that forementiened ; 3s being the cau- 
ſing of that Fundamentum, which in time cauſeth the Relation aforeſaid. 4. The 
Promulgation or Proclamation of this Law of Grace, or AR of Oblivion, may 
alſo be called Pardon. This Legal pardon is an Act of God as Rector ſupra Lege- 
in reſpect to the old Law whole Obligation it diſſolyeth; and it is the AR of 
God as Legiſlator in reſpe& of the Law of Grace which diſſolveth the Obligation 
of the Law of Works. | 

Accordingly Pardon in a Paſſive ſenſe, is taken as many waies. 1. With men 
for the effects of mentall pardon inthe heart and minde. 2. For the Fax ad In- 
punitatem, or the Diſſolution of the Obligation to puniſhment, cauſed by the ſe- 
cond act · 3. For the Law of Grace, or the promiſe it ſelf, And ſo the pardon- 
ing Inſtrument of a King, is commonly called a Pardon. 4. For the fopefall 
Relation or ſtate that he is in that bath pardon offered him on very eaſie and rea- 
ſonable terms (as for the Acceptance with thanks.) I think all theſe ſenſes the 
word is uſed in the Scriptures ; I am ſure in Writers and common ſpeech it is 
ſo, Now it is eaſie to diſeern that all the reſt are but - imperfe& pardons, and ſo 
called in a diminute ſenſe, exeept only the ſecond, which is the full and pr 

ardon. 2. All thisI ſpeak of Pardon in Law ſenſe, the ſame with that which 

call Juſtification conſtitutive (or bur norionally differing :Y Bur beſides all this 
there is Pardon and Juſtification per ſememiam Fudicis, which theſe are but the 
means to, and which is the moſt perfect of all. But note that as the word Juſtifi- 
cation is moſt proper to [rhe ſentence: ] So the word [L Pardon] is moſt proper 
to the Civil or Legal act that goes before Jalan 3. And as God pardoneth 
1. as Rector ſupra Leges by Donation and a new Law, 2. and as Judge by ſen- 
rence : ſo 3. alſe as the executor. of Law and ſentence or his Will: And ſo par- 
doning is but Not-puniſning. Where note 1. That this ſometime may be be- 
fore and without the firſt, by meer providence : and ſo wicked men are-pardoned 
without a promiſe, in ſuch meaſure as God abaterh and forbeareth puniſhing 
them. 2, That in our caſe this executive pardon quoed initium preſuppoſerh che 
firſt Legal pardon, and quoad complementum it preſuppoſeth the ſentential abſolu- 
tion. 3. Note that this ſort of pardon hath divers degrees, according to the de- 
grees of any due penalty which. is remitted : and ſo may alter. So that in a word, 
all pardon is of one of theſe three lorts. 1. By God as Author of the New Cove- 
nant, giving Right co Impunity, 2. By God as Judge abſolving. 3. By God as 
executing. 

All this being premiſed our queſtion is, which of theſe it is that Scripture a- 
ſcribeth to Faith, and is called Remiſſion, or Believing, ot Juſtification by Faith? 
Some (ay, It is only Gods mental pardon : Some ſay, It is none of theſe, but a 
Declaration to the Angels in heaven, who is Juſt. Some ſay, Ic is none of theſe, 
but a Manifeſtation to our conſciences (as ſome ſpeak) or a ſentence of God in 

our hearts (as others ſpeak.) Some (ay, It 53 or non Punire (8 
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T wiſſe ſometime, or nelle Punird, as other times.) I think it is the Diſſolving 
the obligation to puniſhment, or the giving us a- Ju ad liberationem vel ad impuni - 
tatem, or Gods temitting his Fas puniends ;- Where the immediate terminus is the 
Diſſolution of the obligation, or our Debitum liberationir, vel jus ad impunitatem 
and the remote terminus (which is yet connoted inthe term Pardon, as eſſentially 
neceſſary ) is Impunity it ſelf, or actual liberation from puniſhment, or nen- 
punire, And withall, as in man a mentall Remiſſion goes before the actual Sig- 
nal, Legal Remiſſion, ſo there is in God, a Nolle punire, and after the manner 
of men, it may be aſcribed to God, as then beginning when the Law remitteth, 
and the finver is a capable ſubject, becauſe it cannot be denominated Remiſſion, 
but by connotation of the object, and that muſt be, when there is an object fit: 
And ſo after the manner of men, we attribute it to God, as an act which in time 
be is moved to by an Impulſive cauſe, v. the Satisfaction and Merits of Chriſt: 
though ſtrictly we uſe to ſay, there is nothing ab extra can be an impulſi ve cauſe 
to God: Much more then this I have ſaid for explication of this Point in pri- 
vate Papers to ſome Learned Friends 3 but this may ſuffice for the right under- 
ſanding of hat here paſſeth between Mr. K. and me, And now I proceed to his 
words. 7 

1. He acknowledgeth the Promulgation of the New Covenant tobe a Tran- 
ſient act: It is the (ame Inſtrument of God that is called his Covenant and his 
Law here. And as it is a Law, the term [ Promulgation} doth moſt fitly agree 
to it. And I doubt not but either Mr. K- implieth Legiſlation (perhaps he mi- 
ſtakes the terms for equipollent) or ar leaſt he will as freely acknowledge that a 
Tranſient act. But he laich, x. That [this Covenant hath an odde empty mo- 
rall action.] Let any man that reades theſe words of this Learned man, judge 
whether I be not excuſable for · that cenſure in the Preface to the Appendix of my 
Book of Baptiſm | A School Divine and a Chair man, and know no more the 
nature of a Law, Covenant, or any — 2 Inſtrument 1 A Divine, and an Ari- 
ftarchis, and yet dare to ſpeak ſuch words of all the holy Laws and Covenants of 
God ! Why what doth this man ſtudy and preach, that thinks ſo baſely of Gods 
Laws ? The Moral action of the Law of Grace or Teſtament of Chriſt he calleth 
[an odde empty Moral action: ] Vet its like he knows that Commonwealths are 
chiefly upheld and ordered by Laws, Contracts, Conveyances, c. and conſe- 
quently by actions of the ſame nature. The whole body of the Commonwealth 
and each member of it, do hold their Eſtates, Liberties and Lives by ſuch odde 
empty actions. Take away the odde empty Moral action of Laws, Teſtaments, 
Obligations, Deeds of Sale, Leaſes, c. and what is a Commonwealth, and 
what a Rector, and what ſecurity have you of any thing you poſſeſs ? or what or- 
derly commerce among men ? His next aſſertion is as deſperate as the former, 
that [by the promulgation of this Covenant, God doth as improperly give us 
the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, or diſable the Law to condemn us.] Could any 
words (not certainly deſtructive to Chriſtianity it ſelf) have fallen from this 
Learned man more unworthy a Divine ? Doth not the Teſtament of the Lord 
Jeſus properly convey the Legacy? Doth not Gods Deed of gift of Chriſt and his 
Righteouſneſs ro us, properly convey ? and doth not God properly Give thereby? 
Why how can a more proper way of Giving be imaginable ? 1. If a man do pro- 
perly give, by a Teſtament or Deed of Gift, then ſo doth God: But a man doth, 
er. Therefore, c. 2. Where there is a plain fignification of the Will of the 
| Donertoconker thereby the benefit on the Receiver, there is 2 proper * : 
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But in the Goſpel-promiſe or Teſtament of Chriſt there is ſuch a ſignification of 
the Donors Will: Therefore, c. Doth nat an Act of Oblivion er Pardon pro- 
perly give pardon to all that it pardoneth ? Doth not any AR of Grace give the 


yours po pom ? | 

2. And where he ſaith, that [God doth heteby as improperly diſable the Law 
to condemn us.] I Reply. 1. Nothing in the world can more properly diſable 
the Law from effe&ual condemning us, that is, ſo as to procure ſentence and exe- 
cution, then a general Act of pardon, or then the new Law doth, which is in its 
very nature Lex Remedians, & obligationem ad pzxam prioris diſſolvens. Though 
ſtill the Law as to its ſenſe is the ſame, and therefore doth virtually condema till 
the (aid diſſolution. How ean the Law of the Land be more Jiſabled from effe- 
Qual condemning all Traytors, fer what is paſt, then by an Act of Oblivion, 
or a particular pardon under the Soreraigns Hand and Seal? 2, Yea this Learn» 
ed man diſputes againſt the very formall nature and definition of a pardon z which 
is to be an Act of the Rector freeing the guilty from puniſhment by diſſolving the obli- 
gation. And certainly as the obligation it (elf is one of theſe Lodde, empty Moral 
actions, ] ſo muſt the diſſolution of it needs be. Indeed Theologus eft Furiſconſultas 
Cbriſtiaxzs, a Chriſtian Lawyer: and what a Lawyer he is that knows not the 
nature, uſe and force of Laws, is eaſie to be judged, I could wiſh men would lay 
by their over-bold enquiries into Gods Decrees and other Immanent acts, or 
at leaſt, their vain prerendings to a knowledge which they never had of 
them, and ſtudy this intelligible and neceſſary 71 of Theology a little more. 

But Mr. K tels us that he will make all this ſtrange do&rine{ appear :Jand how ? 
Why [by conſidering that all here ſpoken of actions, is but of actions improperly ſo 
called, and ſuch as cannot ſuffice to make areal cn], Rep. Do you oppoſe L Real] 
to [ feigned or nominal] or to [ Relative ?J If the former, it is ſuch doctrine as 
I dare (ay, no Divine will believe, no Lawyer, no underſtanding member of a 
Commonwealth, and I think, no Chriſtian, that underſtandeth what you ſay. 
Think not the words raſh, fer I think him nat fic to be accounted a Divine, no 
nor a Chriſtian (ſuppoſing him to underſtand the matter) that will or dare main- 
tain, That neit her the curſe of the Law, or threatning of the new Law, whereby 
ſo many are adjudged to Hell, nor yet the Teſtament, Covenant, Promiſe of the 
Goſpel, whereby Chriſt and his Benefits, Juſtification, Adoption, Salvation 

quoad u) are given, do any of them make a true change? But if you oppoſe 

Real] to [Relative,] then I muſt tell you, that [| Remifſion and Juſtificarion 
Paſſive] are no Real effects, but Relative; which I had thought you need nor 
have been told. The act of Legiſſ ation and Promulgation makes a real effect 3 
but * ay: ene _ * 7 N 2 * 5 not you know that the 
very formal nature of all morality is Relative ? e is EZ » Fuſtum,Mo- 
ritum, Debitum, Fas, yea bonum morale, & malum, &c ? . 

Again I mult tell you, that you do not well to mention Promylgation alone, when 
I ſpoke of Enacting, or Granting, or Legiſlation, before Promulgation. I hope 
you take not both theſe for one. Nay indeed Promulgation is proper to a Law 
as it is obligatory to the ſubject, and ſo is neceſlaty after Legiſlation, ad «Fuulem 
obligetionem: but a Law of Grace which doth conferre benefits, aud whereby 
the Legiſlator doth, as it were, oblige himſelf, may be in force in ſome degree, 
without a Promulgation : becauſe a man may be made capable of Right to Be- 
nefic without his knowledge, though he cannot be obliged to dury wichous 

his knowledge, except when he is 8 his own fault. Fenty 
z 7. | 
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Mr. Or firſt, The Covenant Fuſtifies us, not by any act, but meerly by the tenour 
| KP . eb wot 22. and mam things in this Kinde are ſaid to do, 
wheu there, 1 wů, i no act ion at all: Quantitas facit quantum; I hope no Aion, 
it doth it formaliter, nos efficienter : Paternitas facit patrem; I know uo Act ion 
ever was aſcribed to Relation, it doth it formaliter, not efficienter : and ſo doth the 
Covenant not Fuſtifie a Believer by any Af, let Mr. Baxter mince ij as be will, a mo- 
ral improper Action, but as bis great Metaphyſical Rabbies would Feak apt itudina- 
liter, and this but extrinſece too; for ſœdus non facit Juſtum of is ſelf, bus is muſt be 
beholden to many intervenient Cauſes, | 
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S: 35. 

R. B. 1. Hanks to Inadvertency (as I ſuppoſe) it is here acknowledged 
c a: that the Covenant doth Juſtifie, and that as a Law, which it it 
do, we ſhall (ce anon whether it can be any other way then that which I affirm: 
2. But little thanks is due to this Authour from the friends of Truth, for his dil- 
covery of the way of the Covenants Juſtifying, [It is (ſaith he) by the Te- 
nour of it, as a Law:] True: Ho elſe ſhould it be 7 [but not Agent] Not 
by a Phyſical proper Action: that's true: But have Laws, Teſtaments, Cove- 
nants, Grants, Pardons, &c. no Moral Action ? Or is this Moral ſo contempti- 
ble a matter, that a Learned Divine ſhould make Nothing of it? When all mens 
eſtates and lives depend on it here, and all mens Salvation or Damnation hereaf- 
ter. But how is ir then that the New Covenant Juſtifies ? why he thus proceeds 
[ Quantitas fucit quantum 3 I hope no Action: it doth it formaliter, not eſſicienter 7 
Paternitas facit patrem, I know no Action that ever was aſcribed. to Relation, it 
doth it formaliter, not — — 1. I thought that [ facere]* had been 
as improperly applied to a formal Caulation, as LAgere] and that I may, at leaſt, 
as fairly do the later, as you the former. 2. If this Learned man do indeed think 
that the Covenant doth ſormaliter Juſtiſie, as Quantitat facit quantum, & paternitas 
patrem, I ſhall the leſs repent that I was not his Pupil : And if I knew who be his 
old Doctors that he here ſpeaks of, I would never read them, if they be no better 
in the reſt: nay, I would take heed of looking into them, leſt they had a power 
of faſeination: What is the Matter that the Covenant deth Inform ? Gods Act, 
or mans Quality, Act, or what? What matter doch it concurre with to conſti- 
tute the Compoſitum ? Is not Fuſtitia that which formally makerb Juſt ? Is the Cove- 
nant the Relation of ꝓuſt in the Abſttact? Why then doth not the denomination 
follow the form ? Is it the Covenant quod expli 0 frFuſtificatus? Or by which 
Fuſtus eſt id quod eſt? But let us make the beſt conſtruction imaginable of Mr K's 
words, and ſuppoſe that he would only prove the Negative[what way it is by which 
the Covenant juſtifierh not, vi · not efficienter] and not [what way it doth Juſtific, 
vid. formaliter] yet I ſhould demand, i. What is then the uſe or purpoſe of his Inſtan- 
ces, or fore-going words? 2. What the better are we for bis diſcourſe, if he tell us 
not what way it is ?* 3. What Cauſe will he make it if not an efficient? Will he 
ſay it is either Material or Final? I think not. But he ſaith, that [the Cove- 
nant doth not Juſtifie a Believer by any Act, let Mr. B. mince it as he will, a Mo- 
ral Improper Action, but as his great Metaphyſical, Rabbies would ſpeak, eptitu- 
&ndlizer, and this but extrinſece too.] Reply. What Reader is much the wiſe 
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for this anſwer ? Would you know whether Fedus facit 


efficiens? Why Mr. K. tellerh you, ir doth it but aptitudinalizer ? If ſo, then cer» 
e crea - 
Mr. K. 


tainly, not ut forma: for forma aptitudinalis faciens „ is a 

ture · Ir muſt then be matter or efficient. I would not think ſo hardly © 
as ro imagine that he takes it for a Material Cauſe z much leſs that he takes ir for 
Materia aptitudinalis Fuſtific ations actual. I hope ſuch doctrine never dropt from 
his Chair. What is left then, but that it be an efficient, And if ſo, is not all 
efficiency by Action of one ſort or other? And moreover, how comes Efficiens tan 
tum Aptitudinalis, to be Efficiens Actual ? And if not Aﬀaalis, how comes the 
Effect to be produced, vic. The Believer ro be Juſtified * Bur L dare not 
impute this non-ſenſe to Mr. K. Perhaps he takes the Covenant to be no 
Cauſe at all of Juſtification * But that will not hold neither? For he plainly 
ſaith, that [rhe Covenant juſtifieth] twice here together. And ſure FuſtiHng ſig- 
nifiech ſome Cauſation. 

Let he amuſeth me more by adding Land this but extrinſec# tos.) Why, who 
is it that bath found out another Juſtifying efficient, But onely the extrinſecal ? 
By this I ſee he takes it not for Matter or Form; for they are not extrinſecal. Bur 
is not the Law, the Jury, the Advocate, the Judge, each of them an extrinſecal 
efficient in juſtifying every man that is juſtified in foro humano? It may be Mr. K. 
hath reſpect to the juſtification of Conſcience : But doth he think that there are 
not extrinſick efficienrs, that do more properly and more nobly juſtific then our 
conſciences do? Then let man be his own pardoner and juſtifier, and be prefer- 
red before the bloud of Chriſt, the Law, the Advocate, and the Judge of Be- 
lievers. I think it is no diſparagement to our Glorious Judge, that he will juſti- 
fie us extrinſecally. Conſcience which juſtifiech (in ſome ſenſe) intrinſecally, 
doth. it by ſo low an Act, by ſo ſmall- Authority, that it is very doubtfull 
whether it be fit to call that Act either Conſtitutive or ſentential Juſti» 
fying, ſo great is the Impropriety : (Of which I have youu more fully eltwhere.) 

If Mr. K. had named ſome of thoſe Metaphyſical Rabbies, and been guilty of 
naming as it were the Chapter and Verſe (of which crime be accuſerh me) I 
ſhould the better have known whether he ſay true or falſe, when he tels us that they 
would ſay the Covenant juſtifieth aptitudinaliter, and not by any act. Its true 
that the Covenant juſtifieth, Vt fignum voluntatis Divina per hoc Peccata re- 
mittentis : And had he ſaid that it is Signum Aptitudinale to men before they be- 
lieve, and Signam Act uale after, there had been ſome ſenſe in his — h 
yet they had been defeRive of Truth or Firneſs: For they are fgnum afuale to mil» 
lions of the unjuſtified/though not fignum — But it is Believers 
that ate a y juſtified, of whom he ſpeaks expreſly : and therefore he bath ſome 
other meaning, what ever it is. 

Yer if Mr K. had denied to the Covenant in juſtifying, a proper Phyſical act 
only, we were agreed 3 But he denieth Lan improper moral action] as he tels me, 
I mince it: which if I ſhould do, I ſhould expect to be told, that I were a very 
ſingular man indeed: For I doubt not but this Learned man bath read many a 
large Volume of Politicks, and particularly de Legibu, and there read their Diſ- 
courſes de Legum afttonibms, viz. pracipere, probibere , premiare , punirs : I doubt 
not but he hath read many a large Volume of the Civil Law in ſpecial, and there- 
in of the Nature of Obligations of all ſorts: (For I would not ſuppoſe him de- 
fectiye in his reading of any thing.) And after all this for ſo Orthodox a man 
to deny [a Moral improper action] to BI, and ſo te all Laws, and. 
| | 13 therein 


102) 
therein differ from all the Lawyers and Divines that ever the world knew (ſo farre 
as I can learn) is ſingularity indeed! Yea and never yet to write one Volume of 
his Reaſons againſt all the world, that we might be undeceived ? Seriouſly I 
wonder what he thinks of Gods Laws, Covenants, Promiſes, Teſtament, and 
how he preacheth them, yea or believeth them, or what work they have on his 
- ſoul, who takes them to have no Moral improper Action? I ſhould think ſuch a 
werns Phyficus were a ſtrange man to make a Divine, But let us hear his reaſon : 
ef For Fædis non facit juſtum of it (elf, but it muſt be behe[denromany interveni- 
-nt Cauſes) Reply. 1. It ſeems to be here granted that Fadus facit juſtum imer- 
veniemibus alys Caufis : And if ſo, it is an efficient; and if ſo it hath ſome 
kinde of Action. 2. Negatur ſequels: What if the Covenant juſtifie nor nifs 
intervenientibus aliis quibuſdam Cauſis ! Doth it thence follow that it hath no moral 
Action? And we mult ſpeak non ſenſe to ſay, chat it juſtifieth but Aptitudinaliteri 
3. I deny that there is any other Cauſe doth intervene between the Covenant, 
and the Effet, A Condition on mans part muſt be performed before the 
Law or Covenant of Grace will Actu Cauſare, i. e. Fuſtificare, And this 
"04 hath irs Cauſes : But Remiſſion and Juſtification have no intervening 

auſes, 

L have in Anſwer to other Reverend Brethren ſo fully and —_— laid down 
my own thoughts of this whole buſineſs, vit · of the ſeveral ſorts of Righteouſ- 
neſs, and of the nature of each, and the Cauſes, that I will ſuppoſe I may be 
excuſed that I do it not here. Only I may tell Mr. K. that I take Righteouſneſs 
as now in Queſtion, to be a Relation (whether predicamental or Tranſcendental, 
we will not now diſpute 3 but I ſuppoſe it is the later.) And as Relation is ſo 
{mall or low a Being, that it is by * reckoned between EM & Nibil, ſo the way 
of its production muſt be anſwerable; and muſt be by as low a kinde of Action. 
Let if it have any kinde of Being at all, it muſt have ſome Cauſe, and thac muſt 
have ſome Action. Aid therefore Rabbi Keckerman ſaith, Fuudamentum idem fiz- 
nificat quod Efficiens ; Terminus idem quod fins, I ſuppoſe Mr. K. will acknowledge 
the Cauſation of procatarcktick Cauſes , objectum, eccaſio, meritum : and yer 
will finde theſe efficients to have but an improper Action (at leaſt (ome of them) 
as well the Fundamentum hath in cauſing a Relation. Beſides all this, it is found 
no eaſie matter to reduce all Politicall Notions to the Notions of Logick 
or Metaphyſicks; and ſome think that when we ſpeak of Politicks, we muſt 
ſpeak in the terms of Politicks, and that ir is an unfit or impoſlible attempt 
to ſpeak there in the ſtrict language of Logicians, though I am not of their minde 
in the later, 

But ſuppoſe that I had granted all that Mr. . hath hitherto (aid : What is it to 
that which he ſhou'd prove? He undertakes to prove, 1. That the Covenants 
Action (as I call it) is [an odde, empty, Moral Action] and ſo cannot make 
this Effect: But he hath not yet proved, that the Relation of our Righteouſneſs 
may not Reſult from the Covenant as its Fundamentum, though without a proper 
Action; as ſo2n as the Condition is performed on our parts to make us fit Sub- 
jects. 2. He undertakes to prove, that [by the Promulgation of this Covenant 
God doth as improperly give us the Righreouſneſs of Chriſt, and diſable the Law 
to condemn us, becaule all here ſpoken of Actions, is but of Actions improperly 
ſo called] But doth he indeed think that Legiſlation, or Promulgation, or Cove- 
nant making is but Improperly called Action? If he do, I will not waſte time in 
ſuch a work as the Confuting him is. | | 

| 5 24 Laſtly, 
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oaſtly, If his Argument be good [We are not properly juſtified by an Actlon 


kay 
im operly called Action: But 4 Action of the Covenant is Improperly call 
A ion: Therefore, &c.] then it will follow that we are not properly Juſtiied by 
any Action of God. For it is generally held, that [ARion] is not properly ap- 
plied to God, but A nalogically, and after the manner of the creature, I think this 
firſt Argument of Mr. R. deſerves no more anſwer. 
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§. 36. 
Str. K. 2. Od i not properly ſase to Fuſtifie w ty this traten A# of 1he ¶ we- 
G nant : For either he Fuſtifies all, or only ſome, Not all: ſor all 7 hope 
are not juſtified : not ſome more then others; for the Ncw Covenant makes uo different 


of it ſelf : and ſo God juſtiſteib none by it. 


N övn! ... 


| S. 36. 
X. B. 1. E you mean, that Lit is not by the Tranſient act Alone that 
God Juſtifies] or [ not by it at all.] If the former, J conſeſſe 
it, becauſe the Moral AR which followeth doth intervene to the production 
of the Effect. It is not by the tranſient Act of Generation alone, that Pater 
cauſat f liationem. But it ſeems you take it in the later ſenſe, and fo it is 
falſe. Though the Fundamemum do ſus modo Cauſare Relationem , idque immediate , 
yet that A&R which Cauſeth the Fundamentum, deth properly Cauſe the Relati- 
on too, ; SI 
- 2, I ſeriouſly profeſs that it ſeems to me a very ſad Caſe, that any man t hat is 
called a Divine, or a Chriſtian ſhould argue, and that ſo weakly, and ſo wilfully 
againſt all the efficacy of Gods Teſtament, Law or Covenant in conveying to us 
the ſaving Relative benefits of Chriſt ! If it were only (as ſome Divines that I 
deal with) that he acknowledged the thing, and denied onely the fitneſs of the 
Name of Juſtifying to the Act of the Covenant, it were a ſmaller matter: Bur 
it is Remiſſion of fin it ſelf 3 the giving us Chriſts Righteouſneſs, the diſabling 
the Law to condemn us, that he ſpeaks of, as you may ſee before: and ſo he here 
dares to conclude, That God juſtifies none by it. To this lamentable Dilemma 
here brought for proof, I lay, 1. Gondationally God Juſtifieth Alf by his Cove- 
nant, at leaſt All ro whom it is Revealed. Actually he Juſtifieth only them that 
have the Condition. I oppoſe Actually to Conditionally, becauſe that white it is 
but Conditional, it is nor Aua in Law ſenſe, that is, Effectual, though it is in 
Au, ſo farre done as it is: And indeed it is not in ſtrict ſenſe that a man is cal- 
led, Juſtifted, while it is but Conditional: though yer it is a common phraſe, 
becauſe the Agent hath done it quantum in ſe, when the Condition is but Acte 
tance. 2. God doth Juſtifie ſome more then others by his Covenant, vi. 
lievers more then Unbelievas: This me thinks a Divine ſhould not have denied. 
But he hath reaſon for his denial : and what's that ? Why, ke ſaith | for the New 
Covenant makes no difference of ir ſelf.] A ſtrong Reaſon : It doth it not of it 
ſelf : Therefore ir doth ir nor at all, But I Reply: There is atwo-fold diffetence 
made between men in theſe ſpiritual changes, The firſt is Real, when one that 
was an Infidel is made a Believer : and this is done by the Spirit and Word ordi- 


narily 3 and it is but to prepare men to be fit objects for the juſtifying Ac: The 
lecond is Relative, when we are Pardoned, Jules, Adopted en 3 
2 | given 
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iven us to other Benefits: This difference the Covenant makes of it ſelf, the 
— eparatory difference being before made. To ſay, the Cove- 
nant makes not the fiſt Real difference; Therefore it makes no difference, is ill 
uing. | — 
7 _ defire the Reader to try how Mr. K's argument will kt the Laws or 
Conveyances of men. If a Parent bequeath to each of his children an hundred 
pound on Condition they marry, to become due at the day of Marriage; accord- 
ing to Mr. K. you may argue thus: Either this Teſtament Giveth the Legacy to 
All, or to None: Not to All, if All marry not: Not to ſome above others: for 
the Teſtament of it ſelf makes no difference: Therefore it Giveth it to none. 
Or if a King give out a Pardon, or paſſe an Act of Pardon or- Oblivion for all 
Traitors that are up in arms againſt him, on Condition that they lay down arms, 
and Accept the pardon : Mr, K. would argue, it ſeems thus: Either this Act 
pardoneth All, or Seme : Not All : for All will not lay down Armes, 
and Accept it: Not Some onely; for the act makes no difference of ir ſelf; 
Therefore it pardoneth none. See what an Interpreters hand the Goſpel is fallen 


into at Bliſland ! 


—— 


| S. 37. 2 
Mr. K. 3. M“. ſhall properly be [aid to Fuſtiße himſelf (a ihing which Mr. Baxter 
IF 0 —.— — be may, 6s —— bf where 
· 4 promiſe of a reward made to All, 4 Condition of performing ſuch 4 ſervice, 
he that obtain the reward, 7 it by bis mts z Without which the promiſe would 
have brought him never the nearer to the reward: and thus 4 man wiſely Fuſtifies 
himſelf by Believing , and more a great deal then God doth Fuſtifie him bis 
P ation of the New Covenant, which would have left him in bis old Condi- 
| — 11 he not better provided for bimſelf by Believing , then' the Covenant did by 
romiſeng. 


— 


S. 37. £7 
R. B. O How much have I been too blame, in my indignation againſt poor 
ignorant Chriſtians, for taking up the abſurdeſt Antinomian fancies 
5 N When even ſuch Divines as this ſhall uſe ſuch reaſoning as I here 
Ce ' 

1. I deny the Conſequence, as being verba ſomniant i. 

2. I think, I ſhall anon ſhew, that himſelf is undeniably guilty of this Con- 
ſequence, which here is called Menſtrum horrendum. 

3. For his reaſen, 1. Its pity that he cannot diſtinguiſh between a Cauſe and 
a meer Condition: Where he faith he that obtains the reward gets it by his ſer- 
vice] I ſay, ir is here By it, as by a Condition finequa non, but not By it, as by a 
Cauſe, | 2. And its pity that any Divine ſhould not diſtinguiſh between ſervice 
and ſervice, | There is a ſervice which is operari, or ſome way profitable to him 
that we perform it to; which therefore may oblige by commutative Juſtice to re- 
ward us: and here the Reward is not of Grace, but Debt; and the Work is a 
Meritorious Cauſe, properly ſo called. There is a Work which is a Means of 
Moral-natural Neceſſity (on terms of Reaſon and common honeſty) to our or- 
| derly participation of a Benefit freely Given: As if a Traitor ſhall have a par- 
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57d geach men proudly ro thank chem 
ſelves for their pardon OY and deny God the thanks! To (a [ Gods + 


promiſe would have broughr me never the nearer the reward, had not 1 betieved; 
_ I did a great deal moce to Juſtifie my ſelf by Believing then God did by his 
oyenant.] 
J. Nay, T would dekre'the Reader to obſerve, what ſhift Mr. K. bach let for 
himſelf to diſclaim . re * chere 1 2 the Premiſes which 


he doth not o.] ? 1, Tn got deny but omiſe of pardgn and ſab» 
vation is made to all Candith ge gk Re and Believe: 
2, If n not feats 1 f Dr. Twiſt (fo oft repeat» 
ing it) chat ſalvation is given, ger modum pam. 3. I hope he believes, that 

without believing, the ee would not have A. him to ſalvation. Muſt 
not this man then c 


e on his own principles, that [be wiſely jultifies him- 
ſelf _ ? and — 3 juſtifie A= 2 2 


lg: hee See de ve left him in abies 
then the Cove 
83 W le wor 255 pry many as is ena di 
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rhe ives.a free ms when Receiving aeg is the Condition ſize 


1 85 and poſſeſſing it > | 
Gig Promiſe cf 14 7 . to tome: and this 2 

1 that providerh f for the Ele, 

AO ves, i $4 ſuch diſputers may talk. But 

| 3 7 5 Gifts; nor their Cauſes or 

ives. 10 f which is our Condition, and 

je ds of Juſtification : ; -Which being done, the new 


ey = „ Juſtiße and Adopt us; which way then 


jects .* 


Lon of Oae.corh re camel ow ? Or what ſhew of round bach ix Ic 
ſeems if this man Shad forfeired his life, if a pardon were offered him but on Con- 
dixion that he would Take it, and ſay, 1 1 thank you z be would ſay, he did a 
8 deal more te his own pardon by Thanks and Acceptance, then the King 


„ 0 .de e becauſe the Grant would have left him ia the 
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. undies by him he means toown one of theſe, 


ov" * 
is expreſt : And let the Reader well obſerve what che implied addition is thar 
he makes. 1 2 a 7 


R. B. 1. V Hat is here added K. im plied to that which he confeſſeth, that 1 
well enough a gin Let him tell that can. 
2. Ho can he prove that Adam was 5 uſtified till a long time after the Pro- 
erde of the New Coyenant ? A bold IMertion, me thinks. 
The Conſequende is a purid non-ſequitur ; What ſhew doth che man bring 
gs any man believe his ur but the bare Credit of his own 


4. What a ſtrait doch this Diſpurer bring himſelf into? Hd muſt either lay; 
r Ne Cotta dot e Pardon and Juſtificarion.,on 
Condition of Beficving, And is be fit to preach the Soſpel that would deny ſo 
— ) Ox elle he muſt hold his wicked Conclukon, That mag in- 
erh and that more then God in the Covenant. And for ought I can 


The ground of all this rotten doctrine, is another notorious errour 0 

vie. That [mans performing the Condition is che Immediate Caule of * 

| Jakicxtion :] when it is properly no Cauſe ar all. A Condit * 
— warn op Moral Canſe, i.e, when there is ſomewhat ig the 
ture of the thing Condirioned, xo move the wr) ormptrpo : Bur ſuch d Condi- 
— ely choſen for rhe abaſi and the honour of free Grace, 
n ng 2 free Gift, or in not rejecting it ar 

nor pin ng in the face of the Giver, this is no Cauſe, but fine qua non. 


(cer, 


ned man hat too arrogant thoughts of his own Faith „ as if ik were 


the Immediate Cauſe of his Ju e and lo Wen ebe mow 8 
God by his Covenant. 
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bath beaminlel tobe ſewed ine, f; mighe have done it at ble del 
Rheines or Doway, and condemned the Law of Tyranny ; yea and avouchs 4 80 

ſuffered by it as Tray tors to be * Martyrs. The 4 & the n though i in 4 ifs 
Matter. 
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EY 
R.B. 1. you confeſs hide that the Law 'condemnah: and then no doubt it 
juſtifieth too. 
- © 2. Where you ſay, [Shee doth not W the Law? I ſay, chat is becauſe 
the Law doth operate or cauſe, as it is a 6gn of, the Will of the Rector, to conſti- 
rate that Fas which he had power to. No when the Queen and Par- 
liament were dead, they had ne power to them char ſhould live after them, 
much leſs if contrary to the Will of their ſucceſlors: Nor yet had they power 
while they were alive, ſo to binde poſtericy, The Laws therefore were diyolyed 
into other hands, and now bindes as gu] voluntath Reforis jam.exiſtentic ; For 
it is his will that it ſhould continue; and that will animates it: Let where an 
hath power, the 1555 of their will may be effectual when they are dead: Or elſe 
Teſtamem were little worth, and Legataries were in an ill caſe. Bui whats chis 
to our caſe ?* God dieth not, and the Laws of his Kingdom loſe not. their force, 
nor change their Maſter, by the change of Gavernours. But if you, had dealt in- 
genuouſly, you ſhould tather have enquired, whether the preſent Rector and. 
Maſter of the Law, may be ſaid to condemn him that the Law, condemns. 
And chat merhinks you ſhould not deny. Yea, and it may be ſaid that dead Ly- 
curgis POT of rhe condemnation of ſurviving Ane, for all your bare 


erent wh 

-fay char [ the judge who DRE the ſentencedoth. not fa 
A condemn him, as rhe Seminary himſelf. J Seeing you yield that both 
condemn him, the Judge Sententially, and himſel Meritoriouſly, and rhe que- 
ion is but of the greater or leſs propriety in the word [Condemn J I think ir 


not worth the 22 about. HE 12 355 Furi ſconſultos : and if they ſay nar 


that ir is a more pro 8 lay L udge condemneth him] then to ſay 
Heron N y breaking the Tay nam content 1 "next time 
ws hie att, 8204 confels chat I know little of the 9 — 


eser 9 
language, Indeed I fill ſay it is the offendour ihat is the culpable cauſe. 


you ſay that the caſe, is here the ſame: I anſwer, then it ſeems you think 100 PR 
2 Pardon, as a thief deſerves the Gallows. I durſt not have called theſe caſes 
e. 
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Mr. K. I N A Uhe matter take it bn. A man is found guiby of A felorpy ib Low ſaith, 

5 Ie ful , a e See ſcab by, 
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forma that it à the courtefie and grace of the State 10 bim, yet as the bai 80 

man, God bleſs her Father and Mother that taught her to reade, elſe the Law would 
dein ſevere usb: be ey e [cid to haf Hk 
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«> ISAS 8. 43. | 0730s; 
R. B. 1. VOu fay, [Ir is alike matter.] But you ſay ſo much and prove ſo 
22 little, that you loſe much of your labour, as to me. It is not a like 
matter. The Law for ſaving him that reads ut Clericas, was made partly to ſpare 
Learned men, becauſe the Prince or Commonwealth bath need of them, and ſu* 
ſtaineth a greater loſs in the death of ſuch then of the unlearned 3 and partly in a 
reſpect to the worth of their Learning, if not with ſome ſpecial" indulgence to 
the Clergy for their Office, and to pleaſe the Pope. Bur Gods Law of Grace 
pardoning apenitent, gracefull Believer, hath no ſuch intent: God needs not us, 
as the Commonwealth needs the Learned. Beſides the Law hath laid the con- 
dition of eſcape in intellectual Abilities, without any Moral reſpe& to the virtue 
Ay : bur God hath laid it more in the meer conſent of the Will. 
2. But if you will interpret the Law of rhe Land otherwiſe, as if ir were an 
act of pureſt 3 „ then I fay, your Client with his Gramercy is an ungrate- 
full fellow, and your bad Engliſhman, is che picture of a bad Chriſtian; indeed 
no Chriſtian: But by your ſpeeches I perceive that about theſe matters experience 
is a great advantage to the right underſtanding of the Truth 5 by the. mean 
whereof many an unlearned Chriſtian knows more then ſome Learned Diſputers. 
He that bath felt what it is to be condemned by che Law, and afterward pardon- 
ed by the Goſpel, and put into a ftate of ſalvation by Chriſt, doth nor ſay as 
Mr. K. that he is more beholden to his believing then to Gods promiſe, bur hear- 
tily aſcribeth all to God. Faith is the act of an humbled ſoul accepting of Chriſt 
as he is offered in the Goſpel. And canany humbled ſoul give thanks to his own 
Acceptance, more then to Gods Gift? yea when the power and act of Accepting 
is his Gift alſo ? If Mr. K. have an imagination that in evety conditional Dona- 
tion, there is more thanks due to the performer of the condition then to the giver, 
1 — he is an ungratefull perſon to God and men. If his father leave him 
all his Eſtate on condition he give a younger Brother 64 out of it, or that he give 
64 to the . it ſeems he will more thank himſelf then his father. If he had 
forfeired his life; and a pardon were given him, on condition he would Accept it 
thankfully and humbly on his knees, and that he would not = in the face of him 
that giveth it, nor ſeek bis death; be would give the chiefeſt thanks to himſelf. 
As for the phraſe of [faving bimſelf ] be knows it is the Scripture Phraſe, 1 Tin. 
& la. though pardoning our ſelves he not, | 8 
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K. Z. 1. A L's clear againk me, it ner Judge 3 bur the whole charge do 
Ws but 5 the credit of your — mo. Thar a , lay 1] is che 


nat 
ae makes LEN , = making, you mean 
r ſelf, ir is only a 


5 you a ſine qua Do- 
heeded — Abſolue. It is the Donor h he. were dead 
before) that makes the Conditional grant become A ute when the 
is performed, And i it ſt Rick in your Romack, that he performeth 
no neu act ro do this; I anſwer, it needs nor ; rhe firſt act of making his Teſta- 
ment, Deed of gift, Contract, Law, grc. doch all ch. The Law or otberiny 
2 ſtrument, is but the ſignifer of his Will, ad CW 74 conveyeth when and an 
A what terms he will ( in a calc within his po IF ic be bis will thar this Ine | 
| ſtrument ſhall Fas 277 y and . „ ir doth it: If * 
abſolutely, it doth ir : b conditions, it — and in boch rhe aſt caſes, its 
bis will * Inſtrument hay give no ARual Right cill the day come, or till 
2 Candition bg performed: Jo that a Condition is no true cauſe af the effect: 
* ic ſuſpendeth the act of che the e 
e it e a cauſe fatua, which darh _ remauere impedi- 
— ſo char if the D a be twenty years after the Teſtators deach, that 
Legacy becomes due, or it che Condition be ſo lang after performed, it is the w 
of anor that . that Inſtrument then convey Right, vhich did — 2 
fore 3 becauſe it works only fignificands ualumatem bk lch tai when and how 
he expreſſed his will it ſhould work, Would one think ſuch trivial abviows Paines 
ſhould be unknown to Mc. K.? 


yea 


2. Where you talk of [faith being a condition of the New C ovenant in the 
ſame ſenſe as full Obedience of the Old.] I (ay your words Lin che ſame ſenſe] 
are ambiguous : Qual rationem formalem Gonditionis in genere, it is in the ſame 
ſanſe 8 wr But it is not a Condition of rhe (ame Þevies. It differs in rhe 
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m: [ Not ſo much by Gods Grace in Imputing *Chriſts Righteouſneſs , a 
ur more by his own faith. ] He ſeems to me to Yield, that we are as ſyre- 
7 — by the . as by Gods Grace kmputing Chrifts Righue- 
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1 5 "R edule, FE cel Mr. Boxer, whatever 
21. But what Rational Animal Tum your felf can tell how 227 
againſt me > If it be againſt me, its either Directly or Conſequentially, if Di 
rely, then I have ſomewhere denied it, or ſpoke the contrary: Shew where and 
ſhame me. If Conlequentially, why is there no hint given us which way it makes 
againſt — or er Neat. of: 2 Lr ſettus it was intenti- 
—— 1 me, not againſt my i bur Me : Your minde may be againſt 
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26543 Y & 2 L 27 bas 3: 
*. 3. TRe han mod hes his Reader belleve vat 1 muſt Be Forced by his 
I Arguratnst n Flick 16 ber real effect. 1 il he rok 
I will take jc for 2 meer flander, rhar I deny Faculties and Habics diſtiact from 
che ſoul. 1. 1 (aid 1 thought Lit would not be proved, ] büt I roſe not to the 
confidence of a flat deniall; as knowing what is (aid on both ſides. 2. What 
was it that 1 ſaid would not be proved ? That the faculties wer not Really diffind 
from the ſoul ot one another: but not that they were not diffi, 2 Mt. K. faith. 
may be diſtin& modally or formally, though not ut Res Rer. 3. When 
ſay this of Habits,” as Mr. K. affirmeth? But I will hereafter expect no 
more truth from him, even in matters of fact, then according to the p 
of the foregoing dilpate, 4. Te the point it (elf I ſay, we malt diſtinguiſh of 
Reality: 1f you oppole Real either to Feigned, or Privgrive, or Negative, oc 
Potential, or to an extrinſecall denomination, or to meerly Relative, ſo its out 
of doubt that fuich and all graces in the act and habit are Real effects. Bur if by 
Real you mean more then a diſtinction formall, or Ratione Ratiocinard, or Modal, 
I will neither affirm nor deny ir, till I better underſtand it: You that know ſ 
well the nature of the Immanent acts of God, may a thouſand times more reality 
know the nature of the Immanent act: and habits of man? but I confeſs exceed- 
ing great ignorance of both: and to tell you my opinions of theſe things would 
be but vain and unſeaſonable. 5. Your laſt words contain the myſtery, that 
by L that tranſient act whereby God worketh faith » he may be ſaid to Ju- 
ſtiße 3J- we ſhall have good tuff, I think, when this myſtery* comes te be 6+ 
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Mr. X. Mr Baxter object: againſt faiths being an 

| 9 — ods inſtrument 
both Gods and mans in ſome ſenſe; in di 
qe omar, Code, If. faih 
Inſtrument of God or man : not oj man, for | 
not juſtifie. bimſelf- I Anſwer 1. 4 ! Ie, ft "Jt 
ut lupra. 2. That mani not the princi dent of bis faith, mort then 0 
Feation; it 5 God who muſt baue that honour. 3. That man duh receive bis Fuſfift- 
cation by faith as an Inftrument, as ſball be ſhewed hereafter,  '' © © 
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R * quarrelſome man wanting work, had a minde to cike in thii Con- 

troverſie alſo, about faiths Inſtrumentality in Juſtifying: but what 

an unhandſome Tranſition he makes to draw it in, may be eaſily diſcerned. Let 

che Reader remember, rhat the thing which I deny is, that faith is an Inſtrument 
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iq the ſtrict Logical ſenſe, that ie, an Inſtrumental: efficient cauſe. of our Juſti- 
cation: and that I expre ſd im contending de nomine. — any 
that only uſe the ward Inſtrument in an improper larger ſenſes as Mechanicks and 
Rheroricians do; {s that the Queſtion is de re, whether it efficiently cauſe our 
Juſtification as an Inſtrument ? This I deny. And to his triple Anſwer I Reply. 
1. The firſt is of the old Kamp z a groſs untruth, needing no other reply then a 
deniall, 2. The ſecond if it be ſenle, implieth the deniall of this maxime, that 
[ Inſtrumentum eft efficientis principalis Inflrumentum ] and thence inferteth, that 
Las man may be his own Inſtrument in effecting faith, though he be not the prin- 
cipall cauſe, ſo may he bein, Juſtification/of himſelf.] If this be not the ſenſe of 
ir (if contradictions may be called ſenſe) then I cannot underſtand ir. But the 
denied maxime needs no proof: that man is his own Inſtrument in effecting his 
faith, needs no more then a deniall to diſprove it ( ſpeaking thus de homine, and 
not de parte aliqua bomini organic ã. ] That man is not cauſa principals, in beleeving, 
is untrue; though God be ( uuſa prima: May none but the Cauſa prima be called 
Cauſa principalis ? then no creature is capable of uſing an Inſtrument. 3. His 

third muſt be conſidered when we come to the fuller proof which he referres 
us to. | a 
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5. 48. 

Mr. V be ſauh, Faith is not Gods Inflrument, 1. I do not ſay it & pro- 
D perh. but it is bis work, aud by giving us faith be juflifies ns, as ſhall be 
ſhewed anon, be giving ws that which is our Inſtrument, wherchy we receive the Righte» 
mug of rift 5 


— 


36. 4. 
R. B. 1. Err he undertogk to prove it Gods Inſtrument, but now, he doth 
£ not ſay ĩt is properly: and I will not contend againſt an improper 
term, when the thing is diſclaimed. 2. Here is anether touch upon the myſtery, 
that [by giving us faith he juſtifies us] but we ſhall be ſhewed it anon: therefore 
I muſt not overhaſtily ancicipare ir. 
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Mr, K 2. N i is is as much bis Inſtrumens'ss the new C vvenam is : for faith work- 
Srv B; in my heart, is that whereby God pronounceth the New Covenant to be 

of benefit Mas — my Fuſtiſication. | 


* _ 


S. 49. 

R. B. 1.1 F the New Covenant be properly Gods Inſtrument, and faith be not, 
then faith is not as much his Inſtrument as the New Covenant: But 

the Antecedent is tcue: Therefore, Cc. The ſecond member of che Antecedenc 
Mr. K. now yielded. For the ficit I will appeal to all Lawyers and Politicians, 
or any that underſtands what an Inſtrument is, What Civil commerce is, and 
what a Law or any Contract is, whether a Deed of gift, a Teſtament, or a Law 
be not as proper Inſtruments conferexdi Fas, conſtituendi Debitum, as is imaginable; 
| 1 _ 53 or 
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D114) 
or as the nature of the thing conſtirured or conferred (Debitum) is capable of. In 
the mean time; 1 leave Mr. K. co-examine it, by the common Canons and pro» 
perties of an Inftrament. 2. Faith is not { Gods cing, bur your belief 
of what he pronounceth, and Acceptance of What he offers: Will you confound 
faith with its object? Divine Teſtimony is the object of faith, and you make it 
faith ir ſelf 3. 1 know the Antinomians rake faith ro be [| the belief of our Tu- 
Rificarion 2 or the perſwaſion or apprehenſion of Gods love to me in ſpecial,] — 
ſo do not our modern Proteſtants. 4. If this be true doctrine, then wo to poor 
Chriſtians that have no Aſſurance of their Juſtification: and then, how few have 


faith? For I think it is comparatively but a ſmall number that have felt God pro- 


nouncing in their hearts, that the Covenant is of benefit to their own particular 
Juſtification : except by the term [of benefit] be meant, a conditional Juſtifica- 
tion, or a tendency or means towards their Juſtification 3 and ſo even ungodly 
men may know that it's [of benefit] to them for Juſtification ( as Mr, . phra- 
ſeth it.) 5. Doth not Mr. K. ſhew here that the Truth fticks in his minde, and 
that he is fain to hide it in ambiguous terms. What can he mean by this ſaying 
[ God prenounceth the New Covenant to be of benefit to me for my Juſtificati- 
on] but this [That the New Covenant juſtificth me?] He would not openly 
tell us which way it benefteth him to Juſtification, and yer be no efficient inſtru- 
mentall cauſe of it. . 
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Mr. K. . it may be Gdds Tuſtrument notwithſtanding his Argament t wheres 
* AG is [ for it is not = that believeth] nor needs it, ſay T : it is of 


nough that God maketh me believe, and ſo receive the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt : yes God 


by making me believe gives me an hand wherewith to receive, opens my hand whereby I 
receive it: I alone receive, but theſe are Gods acts, and though God be.yot {aid ts be» 
keve, he truly may be” ſaid to be the” Authont of my belief; my belief is an immauem aff 
in me, and ſo denominates me the believer, a traufieut at as from God, and denomingtes 
him only the eAuthour of my believing : in me it is an adjun#, it hath to him only the re- 
lation of an effet. For cxample, I throw a bow! : the motion of this bow! is more from 
me then the bowl, and I accordingly am ſaid to have bowled well or il: bu the motion 
doth not denominate me otherwiſe then in the Agent, nat the ſubject , and I be ſaid 
to bowl well, the 1 _ is 2 os run, not _ Fo 8 — ur of my 
Believing is God, aud he muſt have the glory e turning and framing and upholding and 
— — as being tbe “e,, y and F iniſhey e fb, yet r 
alone am ſa5d ta helieue, not Gal; though my faith be more properly Gi work, then it 
i my own : had not he begun it in me, I had no more believed in „then the bow! 
* 7 run tothe mark of it ſelf ; all tbe progreſs of my faith is from bim, and to him 
be all the glory. 
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| S. 50. ö | 
R. Z. . NIOne of all this is brought againſt my Concluſton, for he yieldeth 
that; (that our faith is not properly Gods Inſtrument in Juſtiffing) 
bur it is ro ſhew the ſtrength of his wit againſt my mediums. If he yield it to 
the truth which I maintain, the matter is the leſs if I fail in proving it: Or if 
ene medinm be defeRive, ir is little matter, if che reſt, ot any one ſuffice, 2, _ 
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hath he ſaid in all theſe words, more then whar 1 (aid in thoſe few words which 
he oppoſerh, 2 [Ir is not — — eo irs true he is the firſt 
Cauſe of all Ations.} Is nor this the full ſubMance of iis ſpeech ? 3. 
words ſeem to tend bur to prove that God may bè fad to ers 

dur faith, and ir to be his act: but what's that te Its inftrumenrality 
ing. 4. I intended this firſt Propoſition, 1 preparatory to the reſt, ra- 
ther then as a full proof of the Concluſion by it ſelf. Perhaps we may give him 
ſome plainer Argument anon, when he hath done with theſe. „ 


n 


rg | S. 31. | 
Mr. K. r. Baxters ſecond 3 not Cod Inſtrumem that man i 
M Cauſa ſecunda between God and the Action, 7 fill ſaid ro juſtifie 
himſelf, T anſwer, 1. Mani indeed Cauſa ſecunda, but not berween God and the 
Aion, for God doth immediately concurre to it, and man'k in ragard of the habit ® 


—_— — 
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aith purely paſſive, not act rue at all, for that though other habits may be acquired, faith 
77 both for the eſſente and degree. 2. 2 not be ſaill by his believing to juSt- 
fie himſelf, but to Believe to his Fuſt i 


Fcation, and to receive Fuſtificatien by believing, for 

that by fainh, as it work, God doth juſtifie him, viz. declares hereby the Righteouſ- 

neſſe of Chriſt to be his own ; . — 
rr yry_Arkog bis own aff, whereof ſtill be is the Subjett᷑, not the Author, as the Boni 
of it running. | 


I 
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S. 31. 
R. B. 1, nn God concurre Immediately to all humane actions, I 
have no minde to diſpute: If Mr. K. want work on that ſub- 
ject, he may anſwer Ludov. 4 Dola. But it ſufficeth me that man alſo is an Ia · 
mediate Cauſe of his Believing. 2. Whether man be Paſſive or not in receiving 
the habit, is nothing, that I know of, to che mattet ; as long as the act which ju- 
ſtifieth is immediately by him. 3. It is a great uncertainty which you affitm ſo , 
confidently,” Yau know not but that * it of God by the Word, may excite 
an act of faith before he infuſea habit, and by that act (or more) produce a ha- 
bit. 4. And ſo the habit may be ſaid to be Infuſed as from God, and acquired by 
man too: and it is commonly granted, that Infuſed habits ate attained 
modum acqui ſitorum. | | 
Io the ſecond Anſwer, I ſay, 1. For your Receiving Inſtrument, we- ſhell 
ſpeak to it anon. 2. Si fides efficit Tuſtificationem, tum Gredens per fidem ef- 
cis Tuſtificationem : At fides fi modo Iuſtrumemum Iuftificationis eſt, Iyſtificatignent 
efficit: Ergo, 8&c. The major is evident, in that man is the immediate = 
Cauſe of the act, rherefore if the act doth it, the Agent by that act doth it. The 
Iaſtrument is his that immediately and properly uſer ir The minor is undeniable, 
ſpeaking of a rfue inftrumental Cauſe ; For there is no inſtrumental Cauſe in any 
2. A hint I perceive more here of pinion, What is juſtifying, act, 
Working Faich in us: but I wilt wait till i de dare come = the 
„light. | : 
3. I perceive alſo here what you take Juſtification to be, viz. [declaring Cheiſts 
$44 R 2 'Rightcoul- 
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Righteouſneſs to be his own] Right Antinomianiſm. 1. Will you tell us whe- 
ther [Declaring Chriſts Aachen to be mine] do not ſuppoſe it to be ſitſt 
mine ? El ſe it is che Declaring of an untruth. And if it were mine before, was 
not I juſt before? and ſo canſtitutiv$ juitified ꝰ 2. Why did you not tell us when 
and how that was done? And what was the act whereby God did conſtitute me 
juſt ? Which is firſt to be known, and which you knew that I was ſpeaking of. 
3. Where, and to whom is it that [God declares this] you ook of ? Onely in 
. Conſcience, and not to others, no doubt. But I doubt not fully to ſhame (in 
due rae) this Antinomian fancy, that Juſtification by faith (in Scripture ſenſe 
is but Juſtification in Conſcience, - 4. Many a ſoul hath juſtitying faith (of Al- 
ſent and Conſent) who yet doth not believe that Chriſts Righteouſneſs is their 


own. 5. May not other Graces declare Chriſts Rightesuſnels to be ours > (1 


know not whether it be ſano ſenſu that you ſpeak of Chriſts Righteouſneſs being 
made ours, but I will not digreſſe to enquire further into it now.) 6. You do 
ſtrangely aifirm, that man is not the author of his on act (whether he be the 


ſubject, I referre to what is (aid :) If by the Author, you mean, not the perſwa- 


der, but the Agent, the vital, voluntary ſelf- determiner, then he is the Author 3 
or elſe I could tell you of ſuch uuayoidable conſequents, as you will. be aſhamed 
to own. If you be indeed ene of thoſe that think man a free Agent, is no more 
the author of his own acts, then your Bowl is, I ſhall. fear, leſt you will think 
your ſelf very exculable for all the evil you do, and therefore little care what you 
do: I ſhall be loath to truſt a man of ſuch principles, if Hs carnal intereſt carry 
him te do me a miſchief. How many Philoſophers or Divines are of your minde 
w_ that man is but the Subject and not the Authnr of his own act of Be- 
ieving ? 
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VF S. 53» | 
mm} O biz third Argument, that the Action of the principal Cauſe, and of 
the Inſtrument is the ſame, ; true, and when he t, Who dare ſay 
that faith is ſo Gods Inrument ? I underſtand not any great danger in affurming, that 
God giving me faith, the habit and thereby,the act of belicuing, concurs with my faith 
which be hath gi ven in enabling me ta receive Chriſt 3 be gives me. an band, ftretcheth 
it out, and opens it , and puts cir gbreouſneſſe into it: Why is not my hand here 
his Inſtrument whereby be conveys Ghriſts 
own whereby I apprehend it ? 
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| | S. 52. g 
NB. 1. FF it be true, that the Action of the Principal and Inſtrumental 
Cauſe be the ſame, then it unavoidably follows, that man juſtifi. 
eth and pardoneth himſelf, when God doth it. For then when God effecteth 
our Juſtification, Faith, which is his Inſtrument doth effect it too: When God 
forgiveth us effeive, faith forgiveth us effeFive: and conſequently the immedi- 
ate agent man, doth it too. 2. Again, I tell you, the place ro examine your Re- 
ceiving Inſtrumentality is anon where your ſelf hath deſigned it. | I may not an- 
ticipate you, N 
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ghreouſneſs to me, as well or more then m1 
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Mr. K. whereas be ſaith, -F ourthly, The Infirument bath an Tnflux owthe er, 
8 A which who dare ſay of faith ? 2 r. That it 
our Fuſtification paſſtoely taken, that is, upon our 
1 And no more need: for we make it an Inſtrumem not 10 
work, but to receive. ſecondly, according to him it hath more then the Iuſlux of an 
Inſtrumemal, that of the principal efficient upon our Fuſtification, as being that which 
makes this (onditional Gram inthe Covenant to become Abſolute : And all the benefit we 
receive by the ((ovenant is more to be aſcribed io our faith, thenGods grace in ibhe (*ove- 
nant, which would have been of no advantage to us at all, had it. not been that our faith 
came in and rendred it of uſe is us, Thus then we do not deprive God of his Glory in 
juſtifying us by faith, though we aſcribe Fuſtification to faith 3 for we aſcribe our faith to 
God, and make our belieung bis work, which as it comes from him i an active declarati- 
en, 45 in us 4 Paſſive reſenting of his favour to winChriſt, of which we alwayes may 
though we not actually aſFure our ſelves. © dee: ten 
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5. 53. 
R. B. 1. 8 either Properly, which is alwayes Paſſive: Or impro- 

. perly, morally, imputatively, which is the Conſent of the will 
when a thing is offered, and it is active, called Receiving; becauſe it is' neceflary, 
to the Paſſive proper Receiving. | | e ie een 

In the former ſenſe, to Receive pardon and Juſtification is nothing but to be 
pardoned and juſtified: it is a meer Relative Reception. In the later ſenſe, faith 
it ſelf is our [Receiving] If Mr. K. mean the former, when he ſaith, that Lfãith 
hath a proper Cauſality upon 7 I ſay, His words are ſcarce ſenſe. To have 
[ Cauſaliry upon] implieth a ſubje& upon which there may be ſuch Cauſality: 
Bur the Reception of a Relation is no ſuch capable Subject. If he mean only La 
Cauſality of that Reception] I ſay, There is no natural proper Caule of the 
Reception of a Relation, bur that which cauſeth the Relation it ſelf , by 
Caufing its foundation: though there may be other Cauſes of the firneſs of the 
Subject, yet that fitneſs effeReth not the Reeeption. Moral Cauſes there may be 
beſides 3 but this is not pleaded ſich. An efficient Inſtrument of the Reception 
of a Relation, (that is, ꝓuflitia, vel juri ad impunitatem) we ſhall believe ir to 
be when we firſt finde ſenile, and then truth in that afſertion, 2: And for the 
ſecond kinde of Receiving Chriſts Righteouſneſle, it is Faith is ſelf. And to ſay, 
that faith hath a proper Cauſality on it ſelf, is a hard ſaying, | 

' Your ſecond Anſwer is the meer. repetition of a notorious flander , not 
onely unproved , but bewraying the grofle miſtake of the Nature of a Le- 
gal Conditionzas I have ſufficiently ſhewed,and will not waſte time to recite. 

I conclude therefore contrary to your Concluſion, that if you make faith the 
prog Inſtrument of juſtifying, you make man his own perdoner, and rob God 
of his Soveraignty. Yourrealonto the contrary is ſuch as the Papiſts bring to 
excuſe their doctrine of Merit: they ſay, -Chriſt hath Merited for them a-pawer 
of Meriting, and ſe the glory redounds to him : ſo you fay , [Welalcribe 
our faith to God, though we aſcribe Juſtification to faith. } But you 
muſt needs aſcribe it alſo immediatly to your ſelſ, if you be the man that believes. 


Again, you touch the way of Gods juſtifying darkly : [As ic comes from 
him (youſay) it is an active declaration, as in us a Paſſive reſenting his fayour 
to us in Chriſt.] But, 1, do you mean, k is a Declaration Enunciative? Or 
meerly ſignal ? If the for mer, it is very falſe. To ſpeak a Truth, and to Cauſe 
one to believe it, are not all one. If the later, then it ſeems you think God ju- 
Kikes a man, every time he giveth him any Evidence of his Grace. And if ſo, 
then other Graces juſtiſie as well as faith; and then Jultificarien is increaſed 
wh increale of every Grace: But more of this when you come to it of 
PurPpote. | f | 

Aad Paſſive Reſenting Gods Lore or Favour is an ill deſcription of juſtifying 

 faigh, and not a little dangerous. | s 
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| S. 54. 1 

Mr. K. M. Baxter proceeds to tate f an Objed ion. [But ſome wonld evade it 
| "thus: Faith, ſay they, is a Paſſrve Inſtrument, not an Actiue] I know 
not who ſay it, nor matters it much, yea it is needleſs toſay fo : But Ar. Baxters auſwer 
to this I conceive to be very unſatis factory: For where be ſaith [ 1. Even Paſſiue inſtru- 
ments are ſaid to help the Act ion of the principal Agent, Kecker. log. p. f 3 1. and be that 
ſaith faith doth ſo, in my judgement gives tos much to it] I anſwer, That without offence 
it may be ſaid, that Faub doth help the Action of the principal Agem, i. e. God in 
our ification, God doing nothing in it without faith; I ſþcak of ſuch as are adulti, 
or of years. 2. That Mr. Baxter muſt ſay ſo, for that according io him faith makes Gods 
Conditional Grant inthe New Covenant to become abſolute, and therefore doth the main o 


Gods work. 
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5. 54. 

R. B. 1. Et it be obſerved that Mr. K. takes it for needleſſe, to ſay, Faith 
is a Paſſi ve Inſtrument: and therefore he muſt maintain it to be 

an Act ive Inſtrument, or none. N 
2. I doubt Mr. K would have thought me near to a Blaſphemer ( fuppoſing the 
intereſt of his Caule to have carried him another way) if I had ſaid and main- 
tained that mans Faith dorh help the Act ion gf God: 1.If Gods Action were ta- 
ken to be Cauſa partialis (which I think Mr.. doth not believe it ro be) yer mans 
Action would help to produce the Effect, only by concurring with Gods Action, 
but not properly, help Gods Action; for it would have no influx into it. 2. If 
Gods Action be Cauſa totalis in ſus genere, and mans Action ſubordinate to it, 
much leſſe can mans Action be ſaid propetly to help Gods action. 3. But the 
truth is in pardoning ſin, and juſtifying us, Mans action of believing is no Cauſe 
at all, and therefore no proper Help to Gods action. God hath no need of our 
help to pardon our fin. The performing of our Condition by Thanł ſull Accep - 
ting Chriſt and Life, is no Helping Gods Action. Bur its ſtrange to ſee how 
Mr. K. reels too and fro! Sometime he dare ſay it over and over, that if the New 
Covenant ſay L Believe and be Juſtiſied ] and make our faith the Condition of 
ſtification, thea a man juſtifies himſelf by believing , and more a great 
God doth by che promulgation of his Covenant, and that he is juſtified 
y by himſelf and his own acts, and not ſo much by Gods Grace in im- 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs, but by his own faith. } And yer now he 


dare 
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dare oy. that mans Believing doth help Ged in Pardening or Juſtify 
ing him. | | 
3. And what's bis proof ? Why [ God doth nothing without faith. ].. 

ſtrange proof ! So every Matter, Object, Diſpoßrio — or Condi fr 
qua non, ſhould help the Action of the Efficient, Sure Helping is acting, and 
therefore Effecting · So he may as well ſay, that the preparation of the ſoul for 
2 Regenerating, Sanctifying Grace, doth help the Spirits Action of in- 
uling it. . why 
| Wy for his ſecond Anſwer, that [I muſt ſay ſo too, for that according to 


me, faith makes Gods Conditional Grant to become abſolute] 1 Reply, that this - 


is an oft repeated ſlander of a hard fore- head, wirhout ſhew of proof. If this de 
mine, it is either directly or conſequentially. If directly, let him produce 'm 
words, II wr ler him prove it if he can, If he attempt it, It 
muſt be by this Syllogiſm, ¶ He that ſaith, Upon the performance of the Condi- 
tion, the Covenant becomes abſolute, doth ay in ſenſe, that the performance of 
the Condition, makes the Covenant become Abſolutely, i.e. effects it: But M. B. 
ſaith the former: Therefore, r.] Ler him that knows no difference between an 
efficient Cauſe, and a meer Condition fine qua uon, belleve the major. I know ſo 
much difference, that I dare ſay, it is falſe, 
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| | S. J. 
Mr. K. Hertas he ſaith Lz. It ij paſt my Capatity to conceive of a Paſſive 
1 Moral Iatrumnem. 1 I , My. Baxter may conceive, 
nothing i more obvious then that many men at — are uſed by others meerly for blindes, 
to bring about their defignes, and ſo do very towards them, by doing nothing but 


fla fil. 


3 2 th. * —— —— * S 
_— _—_— 


FR RY: * 5 5. | | 
R. B. | Knew before I heard of your name, that the ſame thing which in ſenſu 
Se Phyfico is a Paſſion or Privation, may in ſexſu Morali, i. e. reputative, 
be Action or an Inſtrument. Bur I ever ſuppoſed that as it is Moraliter vel reputa+ 
trove Inſtrumentum,(o hath it Moralem vel reputativam afionem. 2. That[ſome men 
are uſed by orbers*meerly for blinds about their deſigns] this blinde work of Mr. K. 
doth partly perſwade me. | | : 
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IS 5. 56. 
R. B. 1. 1 * things you have here to prove: 1. That the Act of faith is a 

5 ſuffering. 2. That by ſuffering it effecteth our pardon or Juſti- 
fication as an Inſtrumental Cauſe. For the former, you ſay [It is equivalent to 
ſuffering.) Reply 1. It ſeems then it is hut equivalent. 2. Wherein it is equi- 
valent 7 1. As to its nature? That were a ſtrange act. 2. Or in excellency: 
ſoit is more then equivalent to ſuffering. g- Or is it as to its uſe and end ? I ea- 
fily grant you that the uſe of this Action is to make us capable ſubjects of pardon, 
or fit ob, ects for Gods act, and diſpoſed matter to receive Juſtification 3 as Mr. 
Benjamin Woodbridge hath plainly and truly, though briefly taught you in his Ser- 
mon of Juſtification (think not much to learn of him in that, and other points 
there touched.) If you have a minde to call this Paſſio Reputativa vel oral, 1 
will not contend with you: it being Conditio acttua ad Receptionem propriam requiſi- 
ta. Doubtleſs the Reliance and Renunciation which you mention, are actions. 
3. And where you lay, that it is [Yirtually a (uftering our ſelves to be led by the 
Spirit, though it be an action for the form] I never heard e of an Action 
immanent which was virtually ſuffering: and that from ſuch a Cauſe as Authori- 
ty is: Sure it is ſomewhat more then (ach a ſuffering 3 and therefore it is new Lo- 
gick ro ſay, that it is Virtually ſuffering, Though as I ſaid, if you hare a minde 
to call it a Moral or Reputative Paſſion, I will not contend. 4. But then what a 
ſuffering is that you imagine it? I thought you would have come ncarer the mat» 
ter, af have (aid that ir is Receptio Chriſti, vel ꝓuſtitia donaze : bur ybu ſay, It is a 
ſuffering our (elves to be led by Gods Spirit and authority. | 

2. But now I come to the great buſineſs, I finde you as mute as a fiſh: You 
had another Afertion to prove, [that this Ac doth by ſuffering Effect our par- 
den:] On this lay all the controverſie: and of this I finde not a word. I pray 
you remember by the next to ſatisſie your Reader, that [this Act which is Vir= 
tually a ſuffering our ſelves to be led by Gods Spirit, and by his Authority againſt 
the ſuggeſtion of our own Reaſon, doth by that ſuffer ing effect our pardon or Jus 
Rification.]J Nay, I thought if you had made it but a pager; N as 
you phraſe it, that ir had been the Receiving Chriſt or Righteouſneſs, and 
not the ſuffering our ſelves. to be led by Gods Spirit and Authority againſt 
the ſuggeſtions of reaſon , which (qua talis) would have been affirmed the in- 
x of our Juſtification? But you ſaw not what Roman doctrine this im- 
plieth, | 


—— ——  — —— 


— — 
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5. 7. 
Mr. K. Vr he adds LA. And laſtiy, I believe with Schibler, that there & 
ns ſuch thing as a Paſfoe Inſtrument] I believe he bath ſeen a man often 
hold ap a fire-ſhovel to receive coles, which fire-ſhovel is an Inftrument, but in thas caſe 
2 aud he hath ſeen queſtionleß boyes at trap hold up their bats to receive the 
ball; bere their hats are Inſtruments, but meerly Paſſive. What examples Burgerſdicius 
or Keckermangrve, © not con derable ; What if they miſtook in their inflances of Paſ- 


ve Inſtruments ? Follows it there are none ? 


S. 57. 
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8. F. - 

k. B. 1. T He Smith may call his fire-ſhovel ,, a Paſlive Iuſtrument, and ſo 
your boy may do his Ni allow them both that name a 

Mechanicks, Khetoricians, &c. but I ſhall not believe that Logicians ſhould 15 
call them, or that either of them is an inſtrumental efficient Cauſe, or do effect 
by ſuffering, till you have better proved it, then this put- off comes ro, 2. IL have 
found no reaſon yet in all the reading of your [abours, to judge your Logick more 
conſiderable then Burgerſdicim and Keekermans z or that you are likely to finde our 
fit inſtances, where they could finde none. 3. ¶ Allovius and many more are of the 
ſame opinion as Schiblerin this. | 


S. 58. | 

Mr. K. 3 ſay you [the Inſtrument is az Efficient Cauſe : all eſicieny js by af 
* BY e yay to — 
great Inftruments of the Roman Stae, did all by doing Nothing, U nus homo nobis cun- 
ctando reſticuit rem. Their ſtrength, ſaith the Prophet, ix to fit ſtill. : 


* 


8. 58. 

R. 3. x, Och a thing I now 8 be: for I think when you have here 

done all, you had done more if you had done nothing. | 
2. I anſwered enough to this before. What if the Conſequents of doing no- 
thing prove better, then if there had been Action, and thereupon you do call Ldo- 
ing nothing] by the name of [AQion? J Is it therefore Action indeed? Oc 
if you _ ore eras Far 2 7, ee a Cauſe ae ? I ſay 
ain, as ſuch are Moraliter vel. ve i e. Cauſa eſiciemù inſtru- 
— cum Phyfice & revers nonſunt ſo . they are A- 
gents, and therefore not to be called Paſſive inſtruments. Ws 
3. Let it be obſerved v hat a ſuperficial kinde of anſwers Mr. K's Chair doth 
youchſafe us ? He durſt neither plainly deny, that an inſtrument is an efficient 
Cauſe; nor yet that all efficiency is by Action: and yet ſatisfies himſelf with the 

touch of an alien inſtance, implying the denial of che later. 9 


— — 


— 


| | 8 6. 39. | 1 

Ar. K. [] Need ( ſaith Mr. Baxter inthe clſe) 45 ſome extend the uſe of the word, 
_— you may call almoſt any thing an Tuſtrumeut, which is any way 

conducible to the product ion of the effect under the firſt Gauſe, end: ſo you may — 
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TRIS X 5. | | 1 
R. B. 1. T Heſe words 1 to ſiznifie my reſolution, not to contend about 
words; and mu will uſe the rerta ¶ Inſtrument ] improper- 
ly, and tell us His meanin not make it the efficient Cauſe of our pardon 
and Juſtifleation: much lefs make the Papifts believe, that in that notion lieth 
the very kernel of the Proteſtam d6Rrine abour Juſtiiearior by ſaith alone, I am 
content ſuch à man ſpeak as he thinks meet, allowing orhiers the like liberry. To 
this r.. gives this featned anſwer [Balike its Taftrumenticn quoddam vocdtion, 
what you Will in the Lawyers Latine] Out of which words, or atry yet ſpoken by 
him, if the Reader can pick an argument to prove faith the inſtrumental Cauſe of 
forgiveneſs or Juſtification, ler him make his beſt of ir. A jeſt is readier then a 
good Argument. | 
4. It ill becomes any Preacher of ir, to deny or jeſt at the inſtrumentality of 
of Gods Law, Covenant er Teſtament, It bewrayes rhir which you might 
wick mote credit have concealed, If Oods Deed of Gift of Cheiſt, Life, Par- 
don, &fe, be any Caufe of out Night to Chrilt, Life, Pardon, We. then is it an 
inſtrumental efficient Cauſe, tuting that Rights (Let Mr. K. tell me what 
other cauſe it is, if not this.) But ſome Cauſe it is: Therefore, & c. Onely as 
Relations have an imperfect Being, ſo the Cauſing of them is anſwerable to it. 
If Gods Deed of Gift, Law, Covenant, Teſtament, be ne bed inſtrument, 
thun there is no ſuch thing as a 2 known in Laws, Policicks, Me- 


rality, for the conveying of any Right. As chm ſuith, cluv. Regi i ii. 5. cap. 6. u. 
23.5. 30. Nuri vices ty Mh ang 1 & media bus 
ana hene alteri non + Not valy are they cettain 1 hen 
uſed, butis commwmly held tflat they ate {6 tieceflary inſtruments, that by a meet 
1 without worded ws nor 17 ptd to anot het. p- — 
main f 4.4.1 5.9. 1. Foſ-Avgtes 4; fem. ge uud art, 2. life. 4. A: mil. verb. 
gromeſſto. Co Sith 2. 2.9, U. rt, A5 4. Aich. Salon. in 2 2.0. K. g. 5. e 
' domino art. 2. dub. 1. Lud. Lopry, p. . ffy. cu. cap. 30. Emanuel Rodriquery part. 2. 


Sm c. 57. Conal. And its re give no Right to men, though 
the conteivtr of a promiſe may toram Des be obliged. | 

| 5. 60. 
Nr. K. His were not worth the inſiſting on, but to ſhew with what tools Mr. Bax- 


ter endeavours 10 break wht withs of ſo many eminem Mafter- builders, 


and why | JoridnbR wedons be vitinibly fets huuſel ngutnſ} weft great Chon. 
iry Vic dama Lronem | 

++ + Tab „ auderque Vite concurtete VR 

ofthe vintry ! this mu be pat 10 Sedo! 10 icins an 


70 
Keek Log 1 nl beſo eat or pri #&'Seaton ! Fad not My. Barret 
been as they ſag be was due, be had not ſet ſo high a price on theſe beg gar) the- 
mem, 45 te let them make utramque paginam in th noble cimroverſic. 
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S. 60. 
R. B. { pHerher this merry Rherarical Triumph were grounded on ſuch a 
V reall victory Qory as the man dreams of. 55 NA emiſes and Con- 
cluſion be any arher then a meer Rapſody of windy . I muſt leave to 
the judgement of the impartial, underſtanding Reader. I confeſs they they that 
he is not only unreaſonable + * ridere is proper to a Reaſonable Creature, 1 
had choughr' to have given parricular anſwer to each paſſage in this Paragraph, 
but upon review I finde that the Replying to ſuch like, "Vac occalioned more No- 
nies and ſharp paſſages then I dare apptove ; and therefore I think it beſt ro ſay 
nothing to it, only ro reminde him of theſe few rhi 4 
t 1. That I will be none of his adverſary, where b es only to prove me ig- 
norant. It never came into my head to make it the Que ion, Whether Mr, N. oc 
I Ad or learned man ? 1 hare much more ignorance then he is & 
ware 
. That yet I dare contend with him in poige of veracit „ if —.— to do w 
others, as derb with me, particularly co talk of TR 
and to ſcorn at it no leſs then twelve times in five or fix leaves, 2 my citing 
Authours once or twice, and Schibler thrice in a whole book. 
3. Thar all is not Divinity chat ſuch Theologues maintain: For I chiok he is 
not Theology in the AbſtraR : and therefore its on pare to finde an 
fuch a man as Mr. K. without Sc Divinity: N N15 10 5 


think that ſound Theology would fed, x though ke had a knock or tc. 
more. 

4. That he proves aut of Kertermm, r ſuch like, chat two and two 
is four , doth not much abuſe Divinity by ir : Nor he that cites them t 
ſhewrhar all efficiency is by Action, though as learned a man 4s Mr. K deny it. 
Nor do I finde Mr. K. having recourſe to the Bible co prove the contrary, jj 
that there is efficiency without Action. And I think the Scripture Texts ma 


ſoon numbred by which h ts to prove Faith to be the inſtrumental 
Juſtification. 4 tht 9 
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| S. 61, 
R. B. 1. | Argued, that if faith be the Inſtrument of Receiving Chriſt, then 
either the Act of faith, or the Habit: but neither the Act nor Ha- 
bit: Therefore, &c. To prove that the act of faith is not the inſtrument of Re- 
ceiving Chriſt, I uſed the words that he here cites. What doth this Learned man 
but confute this by ſaying, that the Habit is the Inſtrument ? [I had thought 
(ſaith he) faith had been a Habit.]J Thus he cenfutes me, who argue that the 
Act is not the Inſtrument, by ſaying that the Habit is. I think he that is 4 
Heng need not much lament that he loſt the benefit of ſuch a diſputants tutor- 
age, if he be never in a more waking mood then here. 
2. His Rhetorick is the beſt part of his anſwer. But when will he prove that 
the Habit of faith ſo farre differs from the act, and both from the ſoul, as that the 
Habit may as truly or fitly be called the inſtrument of Believing or Receiving, as 
the Hand is of its Act or the effect? Tf his ſimilitude would prove any thing ir 
would rather be that the Faculty is the Inſtrument, then that the Habit is: which 
yet I finde him not here attempt: I think that the Habit of faith, and the act ate 
not of ſo different natures as is the Hand and its act. 

3. Let it ſtill be remembred, that I do not much regard how this Queſtion is 
determined (for which Mr. K. doth ſo humbly tell me, he is beholden,) ic being 
much different from the former Queſtion. For in the former, the term [Inſtru- 
ment? is taken properly for an inſtrumental efficient Cauſe, in which ſenſe I de- 
ny that faith juſtifierh : Bur here iris taken Metaphorically or Vulgarly, and not 
94 ooh For that which effecteth not is not an inſtrumental efficient Cauſe. 
And that which they call an Inſtrument of Receiving, is in Naturals but Diſpe- 
ſitio materiæ, and in Morals, but Diſpeſtio Moralhs, vel Reputativa, vel Actus 4d 
Receptionem paſſivam, propriam, veram nece ſſarius; and in our preſent caſe, ſtrictly 
not hing: but a Condition. Now if any will be pleaſed to ſpeak ſo vulgarly 
and improperly, as to call ſuch a Condition, or Aptitude Moral or Natu- 
ral P an Inſtrument of Receiving J* ſo he do not build any unſonnd Do- 
&rine upon it, I do again profeſſe that 1 will not contend with him; But 
the Reaſons why I thought ir neceſſary for all that, to contradi the common Do- 
ctrine of faiths being the Inſtrument of Juſtification, I have fully manifeſted in 
anſwer to other Brethren, 


— — 
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<T : S. 62, | k. 2 a 
Mr. K. BY ſecondly, ſaith Mr. Baxter [The ſeed or Habit of faith cannot fir); be 
called an Inſtrument, 1. The ſan#ified it ſelf cannot be ibe Inſtru- 
mem, is being the ſoul it ſelſ, and not any thing really diflinct᷑ from it, ac Scotus, D Orbel- 
lis, Scaliger, cc. Dr. Jackſon, r. Pemble think, and Ar. Ball queſtions. 2. The 
Holinef of the faculties, is not their Inftrument : For, 1. it ij nothing but themſelves 
ified, and not 4 Being [0 diſtinct as may be called their Inſtrumem. 2. V ho ever cal 
qe or. Diſpoſitions the ſouls Infiruments ? The Aptitude of a Cauſe to produce its 


Felt, cannot be called, The Inſtrumem of it. Tou may as well call 4 mans Life the 
| of Aﬀing, or the fs of the knife, the knives Inftrament, as 19 call our 
Holineſſe or Habitual faith, the Inftrument of Receiving Chriſt.) I anſwer, you pro- 
666d by certain ſteps, and to deny the Habit of faith io be the Inftrument har « 


« — 


: 
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Cbrift, „ 3+ The ſand ned facuby it ſelf cannot be 1he . And 
1. E eee, bo reckons the Habit of faith for a ſanfified faculty ? This is 
that which ſanfifies the faculties : The faculty is of one Species of quality, potentia 


naturalis 3 faith which [anffifies of another, habirus. Tou are, it ſcems, now and then 


out in your Logick, as much as you trouble us with it, and had need review your Burgerſ- 
dicius and Reckerman. 2. How prove you that the ſanct ĩed faculty is the ſoul 1145 
are 


In ſtead of the few Names you muſter up, I may bring you thouſands that 
it : — 9 — lng theſe great Names. If the faculty be 
the ſame with the ſoul , . then ihe Holineſſe of the faculty. cannot be really diſtin# 
from the ſoul, for that this Holineſs is 10 be received imo the faculies ; and if no faculty be 
really dift init from the ſoul, then in there no receiving into it any thing really diſt init from 
the ſoul dud if Holineſſe be not Really diſtinit from the ſoul,a boly ſoul, and an unholy one, 
are not Really difiinft,and ſo you ſeem to imply in your ſecond, when you ſay ——- 


— OC 


* 
3 


| S8. 62, | 2 
K. B. . NM * yieldeth, if I am able to underſtand him, that the AR of faith 
is not the Inſtrument of Receiving Chriſt : and he layes it on 
the Habit. Before we proceed here obſerve, 

1. That the Generality of Divines that plead for faiths inſtrumentality, ſay, 
that it is not the Habit, but the Act of faith that juſtifierh : ( I ſaid ſo too when 
I wrote my Aphoriſms, taking it on truſt, but I now recant it.) If that be ſo, 
then they cannot (as they do) argue thus: [ Faith is the Inſtrument of Re- 
ceiving Chriſt and his Righteouſneſs : Therefore faith: juſtifieth as an Inſtru- 
ment] becauſe they ſpeak of the Habit in the Antecedent, and of the act in the 
Conſequent 5 and ſo by [faith] mean not in both the ſame thing: and ſo there 
are or ter mini. | | 

2. Obſerve; that it is commonly granted, that the Habit of faith is not al- 
wayes in act: as in fleep,and when we are wholly taken up with thoughts of an ali- 
ene ſubject, and all the time of Infancy (according to them that think Infants 
have the Habit of faith ·) This being ſo, ir muſt needs follow, that faith is not 


-alwayes the Inſtrument of Receiving; Chriſt, and of Juſtifying : (nay perhaps, 


but ſeldome comparatively) For the Cauſality of the Inſtrument is in Action, 
and faith is not alwayes acting. If therefore faith juſtifie as an Inſtrument, and 
we are alway juſiiGed, and yet faith be not alway an Inſtrument, then either we 
are not juſtified by faith, but ſome other way, at thoſe times when faith acteth 
not, or elſe ce ame C ausã — effects : which though in ſome caſes it may be 
true, yet here it cannot: becaule the effect being but a Ju ad rem, a tranſcenden- 
tal Relation, it hath no neareſt Cauſe, but its Foundation and Subject: and 
when thoſe ceaſe the Relation ceaſeth: And none affirmeth that faith. is a Re- 
more cauſe of Receiving Chriſt, that is, Right to Chriſt (with his benefits.) 
And if it were, yet the Fundamentum Relationis muſt have the ſuſtentation of a 
continned Cauſe, But in the way that Ia ffirm faith to juſtiſie, as a moral Con. 


dition only (having no Ciuſality) all theſe inconveniences, or rather contradi- 


-Rions are avoided: For it being the meer will of the Donor, that createth the 


neareſt neceſſity of the Condit ian, and io requires the Condition to ſuch an end, 
| he may make either act or Habit the Condition, and may make the act the Con: 


dition of Beginning our Right to Chriſt and Life, and the Habit continued, to 


ke the Condition of continuing chat Nele, even when the act is 8 
© 3, | 


[1260 a 
and yet che eiftct may Kill com inue, becauſe the Will of the Donor, and the Law 
or Covenant which is his Inſtrument, do boch continue; and is is chey chat are 
3. Obſerve alſo, chat both the man for whom Vr K. is here ſo zealous, u. 
Mr. Pemble, and many mere, do make the Habit of faith to be nothing elfe, but 


our New Life, our Holineſs of the renewed faculties, the Spirit of God in us, 


and that all Graces ace in the Habit and ſeed but one, and fo accordingly it fol- 
lows, cha i is our internal Sanct ic ation or Halineſs thac is che Inſtrument of 
eur Juſtiſication : A Doctrine chꝝ I think theſe men will (carce own upon conſi 
4. Obſerve alſo, chat hence it will follow, chat it is other graces that juſtiſe 
inftrumemally as well as aich: becauſe they ſay, it is the Habit that is che Inſtru- 
ment: and this Habit is hut one : not one Habit of faith, and another of Love, 
Hope, Cc. but all one: and this one Habit juſtifies, even when men are Infants, 
or aſleep, and do not act. 
5. That which is now commonly called, the Habit of Grace, is in Scri- 
—_— che Spirit in us :] and ſo the haty Ghoſt ĩs made aur iaſtrument of 
u on. rn 
2 No to M. K's words here. In the words of mine which he cites, I do both 
iadirectly, or in tranſim confute a third opinion, viz. that che lanRificd facul- 
ties are the Inftcument, though the ſanctity of che faculties be not 2 and 
directly I atgue 2 fortiore, chat if the ſanRified Faculties chemſelves 
my not properly be called the Iaſtrument of Receiving Chriſt, much leſſe 
can the ſanctity of the faculties be ſo called: But, gv. Therefore, c. Here- 
his too learned man feigns me to chink, or ſay, or imply, the Habit of 
faich to be a ſanctiſied faculry ; and with ſeeming ſeribuſneſs fals a ſchooling me, 
and tels me, that (the faculty is of one Species of quality, and faich af anocherz] yea 
— — dream — — wt were waking, to tell me, — I [am 
now and then out inmy Logi need toreview my Burgerſdicins and Kecx- 
erman. ] But would he a little rub his eyes, I would deſire him to cell his — 
where I did directly or indire@ly ſay, that Faith is a ſanctiſied faculty ? And 1 
would know of him, whether a man ſhould not underſtand x matter before he make 
an anſwer to it 
Next, it ſeems, he expected I ſhould have proved, that the faculty is the ſoul 
jc ſelf: And would not chat have been as wiſe a Digreſſion, and as Neceſſary, 
as is this of his? The Scope of my worde was but this, g. d. [Ir is a controvert= 
ed, doubt ful point, Whether che Faculties ate diſtiact from che ſoul, as Res & 
Ree, and there fore not fit to bear ſuch a weight as choſe that I oppoſe do lay upon 
the afficmavive} (and my own opinion inclinerh to the Negative: yet ſo as I dare 
not be ſo — — as conſidentlyto iarerpoſe among ſo many learned men, 
and maintain my own opinion as certain truch.) As wiſe a man as Mr. K. (and 
in my opinion an eight at leaſt above him) thought rhe like anſwer to be good in 
, 


— — wm 2 
& eſſe du. potentia i 
baud veceptum, & Theolszicis dogn atibus firmaniis aut in & 
nim idoncum. ——— two Queſtions, 2. — faculties be 
redliter inter ſe diftinff as? And, 2. Whether they be realiter ab auima diſtinas ? ule 
to ſtand and fall together in the Determination. 
For the ſem aames that he tel me I muſtet up, irs like he may know chat i — 
EE: | ele 


eſt, ab omnibus 
nad amentum mi- 


166. Ded philoſopbantur voluntaters . 


dt to 


Ar As re * * 


owe — 
” = 


3 — — 


I confeſs plainly, that he bath ſo farce | 


| Ef E Bu i it nothing but e refed; I bad thought it 
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a C127) | 
eafie to give him a farre larger muſter-roll, eſpecially of the Scotiſis· And as far 
the thouſands thar he ſaith he may bring a 1 (no doubt he means Writers) 
credit with me, that I do not believe 
him; For e they are many, yet I do not think he bath read many 
thouſands on all fides af that Subject. But if he have indeed read ſo many thous 
fand books of that one point, alas, how many bath he read in all? No wonder 
if poor af id re Schibley or guareg be deſpiſed by him. 11 may be that's the 
reaſon that 15 the margin and Text of his book are ſo naked of quotations z he 
having read ſo many thouſands that, he knew net which to preterre, or where 
to beginne 5 or elſe Would have few mens names to bis Works but his 
own Cong as Adverſaries) leſt they ſhould ſhare of the honour. Nay, 
if he ſhould have (aid or meant, that there are thouſands that fo write, 
which others have read though he have not, I doubt he cannot prove 
it true. | 
For his great weighing Reaſons, I will hogourthem as ſoon as I can ſee them, 
but be had little Reaſon ro expect me to Reaſon that Caſe, If this that he next 
addes be one of his few Reaſons, that weigh ſo much, I muſt tell him, Every mag 
to his minde. I doubt he overvalues his own Reaſons : For my part, one thous 
ſand great Names, yea one, will weigh as much with me „ as this his Reaſon. 
For, 1. Idefy his Conſequence, and ſay, that the Holineſs may, be Really di- 
ſtinct from the ſoul, hou the faculties are nor 3 and that Holineſs may im- 
mediately inhere in the ſoul wirhour the mediation of faculties really diſtinct from 
ir, It had been eaſie to have (een the neceſſity of giving ſome anſwer to this de- 
niall. As wiſe a man as moſt we have (if 1 conje&ure not amiſs) and a publick. 
Profeſſour in Oxford, and now reſident where Mr. K. had bis Chair, I mean 
Mr. l/ ali, ſaith thus :-[ And ſo, however it may be true, that a faculty oc natural 
Power may be ſo far the ſame with the ſoul, as that it differ only ratione ratiocinats, 
yet in a Habit we muſt of necefliny grant a diſtinction ex parte rei: Fer where 
here 452 by a 50 ſeparation, and not only mental, there mult needs be granted a 
en | 
But whar if 1 grant Mr.K's hardeſt Conclufon that Holineſs is not Really di- 
Rin from be [ul, nor a holy ſoul from an unholy as [Really] is taken for a di- 
KigRion inter Rem & Rem. We ſhall ſee anon what danger would be in it. 
But then Mr. K. muſt be ſo honeſt, as not to perſwade any that I therefore deny a 
Real diſtinQion, as [Real] is oppoſed to feigned, mental, called Raiondb, Rela 
tive, ot Degominative, | 45 
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Mr. K. 0 Ire Heline the faculties i heir Infirument, for it iᷣ 
N and e þ e my be 


it 
them, zbich poteſt adeſſe & abeſſe lane ſubjecti imeritu ? 
S 
4 Rick i nothing but right?; and! tcneſſe of 1 » ; 
ef malewhite Quis tulerit Gracchos hve — : 
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E R. B. I, 

Res & Res, but as Res & modus. 2. I think the abſtract hach no 
exiſtence, but as in the Concrete, but is a meer Notiom Seeing therefore that is 
ſo, I think the propereſt denomination, as molt agreeable to the thing denomi- 
nated, is to ſpeak of it as in Concreto. 3. You did therefore too ſuddenly ſtart up 
into your wondering interrogation, as if there were any contradiction between 
thoſe two ſayings ! As if he that ſaith [a Rectiſed faculty : a White wall J did 
not as truly expreſſe the Rectitude, and rhe whiteneſs, ag you. char expreſs them 
in Concreto ! It is too groſſe a fiction, if (as you ſeem) you would make men be- 
lieve that I intend to prove the Rectitude to be Formaliter che ſame with the Fa- 
culty or ſoul | My meaning is plainly, that Holineſs is nothing but the ſouls Rev 
ctitude, and though I expreſſed it in the Concrete, I (ay not, that it is the Fa- 
culty as a Faculty, but as ReRified 3 ſhewing in the next words what it is that 
I exclude, vx. FA Being ſo diſtinc, Sc. 4. May fot a Relation or Mo- 
2 be preſent or abſent fine ſubje; interitu ? though it be not a diſtinct 

ing ? | 
| Ne your Dai tulerit? I Reply: Pride makes men impatient. Did you think 
no more highly of your own Note, then ſome wiſe obſervers do, you would in- 
ſtead of your impatient Out tulerit, have compaſſionated your (elf and me, and\ 
fit down by me, with a Nos Graculi- However, why ſhould you be ſo impati- 
ent with one ſo farre below you? Will you ſer your wit to the wit of a Fra- 
culu ? Bert i 
But I will make bold to try your Patience further. Will you hear the voice of 
the afore-ſaid Learned and Judicious man M* Valli, who is now in the ſame Neſt 
that you were bred in ꝰ See his Truth Tried, chap.8.pag. 44,45. [A Habit there- 
fore whether Infuſed or Acquired, being but a facilitation of the faculty, cannot 
be a Thing diſtin& from that faculty, but only a Modus of it, which hath not in 
it felf a Poſitive Abſolute Being of its own, but is a Modification of another 
Being: And its Phyſical Being, Exiſtemia Rei, mult be the ſame with the Being 
of that which is thus Modificared : For it is not ipſum exiſtens, but Moda exiſten- 
di: And this Manner of Exiſting, hath not an Exiſtence of its own, diſtinct 
from the Exiſtence of that which doth Exiſt in this Manner. Yet its Formal and 
Metaphyſical Being is diſtin&, Yea and its Phyſical Exiſtence , ſuch as it is ca- 
pable of, that is, Exiſtentia modi; for not being Res, bur Modus Rei, we muſt 
not expect that ir ſhould have any Exiſtence of its own, beſides the Exiſtence of 
a Modus : and this Exiſtentia modi is the actual modificating of the Thing Exi- 
Ring after this Manner: The which Exiſtence, though it be not Exiſtęmia Rei, 
yet is it a real Exiſtence ¶ Exiſtentia in re) and not Mental: For the thing Exi- 
ſtent is not only ſuppoſed to exiſt in this manner, but indeed doth 2 thus. order- 
ed, thus modificated : And therefore that Modus doth actually and really modiſi- 
cate, and is not only ſuppoſed ſo to do. But if you will not admit with Scotas, &c. 
And thus it is true which his Lordſhip ſpeaks, that Habitual Knowledge js' No- 
thing but Light more or lefſe Glorious. It is Reaſon cleared: It's only” Facultar 
facilitata, or Facult atis facilitas : And to this Faculty or Readineſs ro operate, I 
cannot allow a Phyfical Exiſtence of its own, as neither to any Habit whatſoever, as be- 
ing but Modi, and not Entia : It's not a Being, but a Manner of Being: Nor 
En, 
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L!thatT aſſert is, that Holineſs differs not from the faculties , as 
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Ea, but Aliguid Em, And I ſhould cally be perfinaded to gtant the ſame com 
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cerning all accidents whatſoever, which have ſince been called Ki- entia © 
And however an Accident hath been accounted —_ Res, and ſo to have exiſfex= 
tiam Rei, yet not ſubſeſtentiam Rei.] So far M*Wallk. 5 


— — — 


S. 64. 
Mr. K. Ay. you [Who ever called Habits or Difpofitions the Inſtrumem ? The 
84 of a (,auſe to produce it effect, — —— L 
Anſwer and yield you, that ordinarily it is not ſo: In all Acquired Habits, there is 
meerly an Aptitude gonten : but by faith which is an infuſed Habit, there is an Abiluy 
otten; this being indeed a Habit, but. a Habis equivalent to a new Faculy 3 and ſo we 
ear of a new heart and new ſpirit, and without faith 4 man can no more receive Ghri 
nor do ought towards it, theu a dead man can walk or ſpeak, and. it grver life to the ſoul 
in regard of all ſpiritual operations: and mough be canes be ſaid to be an 1 
lem, yet I hope thas which gives life may; 4s doth faith, which i as the (oul to 
the ſoul in all its þ ly and heavenly thaughts and deſires : Life cannot be ſaid to be an Ia 
ſtrument : for Life as Life is no cauſe at all, but an 1{nion of thoſe cauſes which are requis: 
red is the mating up of the Animatum. | 


— T 


| e \ 6. 64. | : 0 

R. B. N 6 never ſo ropeciy ra be called the ſouls inſtruments; yet 
'. - Achi reacheth not the Queltion, whether they may pr ly be called. 
Logice —— Effe 


) inſtruments of Receiving when they fare not in 
ng. I dia therefore give them roo much advantage in this arguiog. 
2. If you grant that acquired Habits are not to be called the ſouls inftrumenty, . 
and yet maintain that intuſed are, you muſt give ſome: good reaſon from: the: 
difference. 2 Ge deo) nga 21 Sts 
LJour reaſon is that LT his is a Habit, but equivalent to a new faculty] To: 
which 1 Reply, 1. 8 is this? When I even now ſaid, That { the - 
ſanctified faculty it ſelf cannot be the Inſtrument} yeu never did gainſay it: 
therefore if faith were a faculty or Potentia, it were not therefore the inſtrument of 
Reception. * | 10 * 
2. The term [equivalent] is ſo ambiguous, that you may Jer make your words: 
true or falſe by an interpretation. 1. If you mean har Jon ed Habits are of the 
ſame nature, and of the ſame Peciet of quality, as the Patentia nuura is, char 
ſtivuld have beth well proved, and nor nakedly afſerred. 3. If you mean thar- ie. 
performeth the ſame kinde of operations, and quoad uſum is equivalent, — 
not of the ſame natute or kinde ; that allo needs great proof, ſeeing it contradi- 


8 * 


cteth common principles: The operation of things is ſuch as the Being) 3. If 


: 


you mean bur that ir is of equal neceſſit ta the AQ, thats nothing to thepurpoles> 


. 


for the neceſſitj proves it got an inſtrument, , apo RAT; 
But ! ae ae & is your ſenſe, or, elſe Icapnormakeſenſvot 
it y for the two later” Þ ng ways nd to prove gene and your. words. 
do moſt plainly import that ſenſe. But, if ſo 1. Sure you forgor your on N 


but a little before, where you were pleaſed {a farre to School me, as to telb me- 
thar [the faculty is of one p ecies of quality, Potentia naturalis, faith which ſand i- 
fies of andrher, debt. J. Ard you gravely, a me, I was now. and then oi 


* * 


mylegick, eadiganititef . ne; Who reckons che Kab of fairs for « fünf 
find Facuky ?- 2. How can you ſay Mil chat it is'a Habit ? For If It be üuly # 
Haie, i Las be ob the fame ſpecies of quality, as Habit; and admit the de ni 
tion of a Habit, and therefore not admit the definition of Potentig or AGE nor 
be of that Fecies : and I ſuppoſe you will not (ay it is of both, and be has: one 
Quality: And I ſuppoſe allo that you will not ſay, it is Potentia ſupernaturali, and 
therefore may be of another ſpecies then Potentia naturalis, ſeeing it is not the wa 
off efficiency," bur the natute of the Effect or Thing produced, which Gerstel 
the #ecies of Quality. 

Byr becauſe 1 have great rexſorto think, that you wfll hondur the ſame thing 
from De Twiſſe, which you contemn from me, will you be pleaſed to hear him 
ſpeak co yon a. few words * Contra Corvimum pag. 36 1. [ Sed quis deyentum eſt ad 


genus diutationis Þ hilofophicum, agendum fecundum principia brd. bve natu- 
diamur. 1 | 5 loſe 
quain bonum ? unituig; vers rn Re. 
ſerundum A 
quad vere bonum fit, ne Corvinus quidem hoc loco — — fue communs. Ego vero 
potentia credendi, vel quidvis boni 5 "ook 


ralis, five maraths, ive mixte, cum do t urtbus illi congre 

phiam quid ahud e val unt ar, quam Porextia volendi? rarſi | 2. 

magui ill natura my fie. Ergo non modo wn, "(ed 8. 
riſtotciem, nature eff hom poſſe Velle quod ei appareat Dole 770 @ au Ve 
ultra feror, & ex Auguſtino difputo, _ t credere, poſſe Deum amars, — 
beminum, juxta argumentationem ſuperiorem :: quod & hoc argumento 7 

j ectum eſſea peat naturalks gr 

Tas, tun inte iMtelleFue 6 


pro gr, ex er ly 
1 fa 


weed, pr 


rminiani, an 9 — 
eee 5. Twife — 9 ak Finde 


2x" eſſe vequit-+ I leave you to * the cotiſequent. 1 1 2 = 
iſdor two- (they ſhall'not be unlearned) that MW K. may fer that a Greculu is not 
ſo ſolitary as a Phenix? 
Thom, White in his Inſtitut. Sacr. I. I. lect. 1 3. P. H. ſaith, [ Sed e Habitum non 
———— e A ed confac, ex ev 
comrtrio” deſtrueme, interire ou | 
e. eee — ae os 
ur. Tu anima vero uon eſt alia contrarietas an e 1 
ond, 2 een, ex neceſſitate ſemper- manet actia, &. di Fas citur Habitus. 
—_ 4 munifeſt am experientiam d aff us maxeant, &c, Rei e mar 
eſſs poſt o u imellectus vel phamas » potemiam mai in ak 1 5. 
— gr Dxporicntin enim doret, eum poſſe | 


primam cognitionem non potuit, &c. | 
qratom exe; Hon tantion mir eff: 2 i An 
r von appare 
main corpere now ſed praci cpa ru Ane, ir 4; is 
7 mm ful, eee, reo. Er bite fit ut cum 
1 vel fortiorem nee ee 


* quod-arguit — theres Self medion 
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I cict not theſe, 'aowning'theth $ but —ͤ— Mi x; what —— 

bez have not the ſume thougtts of Hibirs, and therefore be tod ha 
ſtily confident ; And I confeſs, as highly as think of _—_ K's learning, 1 d0 lioe 
hiak he bra an cleacly knows what a Habit of the ſoul is, not wherein ĩt 125 
ſtiodt from the ſoul, the fuculries, und che — N intelligible ; 
gor. A wiſer man then hm ſelf netthet! Every e e he by 
ech of, ot chins he Know- ell. Tan tow icy oh in jo kn 
God as he here prerenderh to; —— euſity 82 
that (aid { Nam quomods imelleſtu Denn caput 
quo eum vuls capere, noudum capis ? Auguſt. e LE 

3. 1 cafily acknowledge thut grace we ſach a nl 
Moral, didlag from the naturdl as qur ere ite contain: 
Grejjnjporency- © Bus this is but an app applying of the terttis [Can] and 
[Power]: and -{Iniporeticy} to Dffpohtfens and Undiſpoſednels, to 
their Privations. 

4. Ane heart and ſpbrit, I eaſily confefs neceſſary. But thoſe wotds do * 
monly ſigniſie in Scripture, only new Inclinacions, Diſpoſitionz, Qualifications. 
Ir is 22 . though only the old faculties and ſubſtance. I hope you will 
not follow: Illyricas, . 

$5. Where you ſaythat Soithous faith i tian cun no at Malie Qui 
do ought towards it, then a dead man can, walk or ſpeak.} I Re . > Ws 5 
proves not ſaith to be equlvalent tv 4 Porenie vel faut, any other wle rhen 
it is of as abſolute neceſſity, but not that jr is of rhe ſame flature, If you. the ew.an 
illiterate mana Greek or Hebrew book, he can no more reade In itt 4 dead. 
man, that is, both are truly in ſenſu compoſtto impollible : But yet it ls but a * | 
that is wanti ane, and a power or faculty natural, to the other. And. ſo it * 
may truly be (aidchar a ſinner aa do well that bath accaſtomed'to do evil, no | 
more then a Leopard can change his ſpors, er a Blackmoore his skin. Yer IE you, 
mean that ſuch are equally diſtant from an actual change as a dead man, is is but 
a dead compariſon. A 44 nun watts doth natural ficulcies, and an inclinaiion 
or motal pewer. An unbelie ver wants but one. | f 

3, * Lwithout faith, ſuch can no * do ought towards the 0 0 


WEL) 
, then a dead man can walk or ſpeak]. is a dead docttine, li  « 
ajaniſm, tepding to licentiouſneſe, and ro ſubyert che f-rhe 
and the ſalyation of men, and unfit. : uſe the N 
of Chyiſt, much more unfit for a Divine. The Raotipg, tk got the word 
too: ande ben they are reproved for wickednels, or.periwaded: to duty, they ſay 
Lis bat canthe creature do ?] To go out of an Alehouſe or Whorehouſe, and to go 
to hear the Goſpel preached, is ſomewhat, tomards receiving Chriſt: for faith 
comes by hearing; and can no man do this without faith ?- Cannot the Bunuch 
reade a Chapter and ask help of an Iuterpreter wit haut faith? Cannot men Baſk 
and Pray, if not as Cornclins, yet as Abab, without faich ? Is there not a common 
race of the Spirit, drawing men tewardi C hriſt. chat were farre from him which 
goes before the ſpecial Grace ( at leaſt; ſometimes ) hereby they are dtaw i 20 
Chriſt ? This that you maintain is not the doctrine of Mr. Fho. Hooksr,, Mr. Fob. 
Rogers, Mr. Bolton, Perkins, or any of our experimental practical Divines 3 no 
nor of any Proteſtants that I.know z. I am ſure not of the:Syned of Dort ; but 
of the Libertines and Antinomiſta. To hat end do you preach to any unbelie- 
vers Do you perſwade to any means or duty towards the getring of faith d o 
do you not? If not, its. like you Preach as you Diſpute 3 and then I doubt whe- 
ther you live at Bliſland : If you. do, ſure that duty tends to faith, and may be per- 
formed before faith. a us 24:0} 4 | x | 
3, L think you do mare. boldly aſſert, then you can ſelidly prove that L without 
faith a man can no more receive Chriſt, then a dead man walk] if you mean it 
of the Habit of faith, as, no doubt, ou do. If Jon ſhould mean it uf the Act, ir 
were 4 mercy arguing :; 4d. We cannot Receive Chriſt without Receiving him : 
nete for Receiving im is; a Power, and ſo an Inſtrument ]. Actual faiths is a 
cual moral Receiving Chriſt. But I ſuppoſe you mean it of the Habit, in con- 
formity to your former Diſpute 3, And then you ſuppoſe that God cannot cauſe 
che Act of faith by his Spirit, before the Habit, and by the firſt act cauſe a ha- 
bir (as C umero taught, and his followers do ſtill teach.) I ſuppaſe if the queſtion 
0 but de fare, Whether God L e or — 0 it is paſt Mir. 
power to prove the Negatjye: Much maxe if the queſt ion be de potentia divina, 
b f | * ; 2 Ct 4 1 
4. Where you lay [ Ie gives life to the foul in regard of all ſpiritual operations.) 
I Reply, 1, How induſtriouſly doth Mr. Pemble prove that faith is not the 
Mother grace? not properly the root of all other graces, nor the firſt degree of 
our ſanct i cation and ſpiritual life, either in the Habit or the Act: Fudic. Gras. 
2 1 213,14. Yet Mr. N. chat is ſa zealous in defending him, ſticks not to gain- 
ir. F eib 6021 beworfen 
2 Knowledge and Love may be laid to: give life to the ſoul, if the exciting and 
afliſting other graces, be giving life. | 
3. It is in effecting or receiving a relation ( Fas 4d Chriftum, impunitatem, ſalu- 
tem) char we are enquiring after faiths Inſtrumentality. And you do turn the 


bulineſs to L giving Life to the ſoul in regard of ſpiritual gperations 3}: whereby 


you ſeem to mean that faith is no otherwiſe an Inſtrument ob receiving Chriſt, 
then as it is an Inſtrument of every other operation v hich it performeth 3 and as 
every ot her habit of grace (Love, eee, are inſtruments of their acts. 

4. Lou pla with the ambiguity of the term [ Life. ] Lou take it for 
the Union © Cauſes, You knew. how. commonly it is. uſed for the Forms 


5. And. 
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Pe | graces” in their: Places bp 
 Laſtly/ 10 you 44 — har Habit 48800 called iti ſouls inftruments in 


oducing the Acts, yet it is all nothin ſs." For we 1 
K. it is the Inſtr of very effekt 1 4 7 1 1 
where the A& it no efficient ca ſe; there 


Arumene of c effect. But in out Jh ee e eee ih Ae for 2 
cauſe 1 is the rte Gock by rk & of grace now, and 
by bis Sentence hereaſter.) fort, Ge. And K. tion, f fay it hath no 


1 but as the in W the effeR, | Lecaled' $ ir ſtrument 3; ex» 
cept. you will ſpeak as'a/Mechanick, 3 th, or Pulgariter, and not Lo- 
gically; And when . 2 em Reaſoths 8 * 1 boys 1 ſhall 


mga able” 10 25 | 1 un! 1CN 21 0 
nnen 4 14 IN JOY 1 * 
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Mr. deleſth, guet 
* VV att raph, (Then 22 
nen in whey things, 4ell you, eee 232 


neß, hut 48 ithe Ie An friih a . 


«leſs; which ts i in uu ing bedòtr bv noe more or he 
inſirument m 4 larger ſeuſe, at frſt Te. 
beat in- 


feces be ett 
ent to ybur confeſt aces 
148 7 


ſbarpneſs of the knife, called in 
— oy EE eater the water by its c; 
Tee, af 5 And thus 3. n-ay the + ſea rib 10 ad by its 


fainh in receiving Chriſt] without which e rn ol benefit Ne 


70 return ſeruice io im 
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KR. B. 1. Acknowledge the inſtance of little uſe to the main Queſtion , be- 


cauſe ir pertains bur to the AQ of faith, and not the 22 

ria dertanGof/ poor dete, fires th Agr 
|: pneſs of yoor Anſwer, t to cut own T har 
ſaizh is as the knife; is feigned*and' not proved: > ne fur Ac be had Jo 
the. .keenneſs is the accident or nolan Faltin dete, but a 2 or 
acecident of the ſoul. 
3. In your EY you may lay quid vk der refs and 10 Irold you J 
ad not contradi 

4. J am ſo cenſorious as to ima 
knowledge in your Phyſicks; doe 

5. Who doubts but the ſou! may, in the — ou mention, be ſail iſto act by 
faith in receiving ?] But ence more diſtinguiſh of receiving: which is 1. The 
a& of conſenting to, or 2 of the offer of Chriſt and Life; which is Re- 
ceptio Ethics, metaphorically called Reception. 2. The true paſſive reception of 
Right to Chriſt and Life, which follows on the former. The firſt is but the 
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ſins, or Juſt ify ing us, I ſhall yet maintain till I ſee ſtronger Reaſons then M. K.hath 
here producedzand to that I am 2 ba I have 


25 manifeſted. f. F — 
L Ne 1 of the Impoſſibility af Receiving Benc- 
fis h 7 8 8 TW ah that many achoulagd (if n 57 men) 
11 Fan bare Ktabh. What — Syichs\Geipel a 
an 2 ich it ſef ? 1 ia net cha Inſteu ths qur:Rectiving 
ir (elf ? a, and it is mare then Mci1 can; prove That God could nat if 
he by have given pardan ic ſeli ta Same Mithout faith, upon Chrifts mevr 
Satisfaction. But what, need: T'calk. of hig, t ami, than thinks we have 
— ＋ of, or towards Remiſſion, Juſtification ,' Acc@cation before faith, 
before dip ate for, i.e. to be tanta mount Iaſtiſied? ¶ Fheagh he cakes them 

— Fo rom Gomes „and ſo no fruits of Chriſts D Deachyiyee: he cannot de- 
ny, but as to us, we are as capable of Ræceiving ſuch Benefits, without faith, from 
Chriſt, as without Chrift, 8 
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8. 66. 

Mr. K. Aur [ aun I have done very little by this Difpate ;. TY Lud ad 
the patience to 456 wrtby Devines ſo unwarthity bundled,” as if they. bal 

BKrer, % (u L halt heard to the' | 


225 be «Lo 0 75 Mr,Baxcer bb erage 
Ry oe 50 W4s carte bred ip eber, bn lch . 1 eſteem hi excri· 
— 2 2 L doubt not fingular piety, yet may be bold to ſay, ſomewhat: mare of 1he 
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KB. r. T Think your firſt Conclatgu (that you have done Title by this Di- 
I pſpate) hath as cogem Evidence, as moſt chat you have maintained 
in theſe fix leaves. Bur it had been more wiſdom to have foreſeen your loſs of time, 
and to have prevented ir, rarher tren to conſeſs it co your difgrace. | 
'#. Where you fay; you [Hf nor Fade) I ay, "Tf you cannot fordear, 
here's rio remedy: Rn fer —— Alt away ? The tongue is an unruly 
member. Perhaps your cale iv'as his DiſcoBhmin. p. 54. = 

3. I dere not excuſe, muckleffe eee or Pen, from too ſharp and 
unmannerly (pecches of my betters: Even where I diſcern no fault, 1 do ſuſpect 
ſore; as knowing ſo much evit in that heart which is the fountain: And 1 bo 
All thoſe pious Bretfiren whom I halt injure by my raſhnefs, will heartily forgive 
ic 3 which I carneſt er and by Gods aſſiſtance, ſhall do the like by others. 
But ye Fm | Th that my Conſcience doth not accuſe. me of [handlio 


rorctilyg  DFFWif'or Mr P. of any men. For as I have exceſſively honoure 
m, fodô Every Highly honour chem ſtill; and their miſtakes 1 had not men- 
cibned, But bat I had been by them enſnared in ſome of them, and thought 


my felf bound to warn others of tt danger. 2. The name of ſuck worthy men 

may do more in propagating an errour, then a thouſand unlearned Antinomiant 

dan do, Aud Herefore oy their miſtaltes be more diligently diſcloſed. 3. It 
ity Gods gifts ind Sulfur Hoof ba Def 


| me ould bea Defenſyrive to erraur, and a ſnare to the 
. 1 am confidenctticfoulsof cheſe wo Saints of God, if they know 
theſe things below, will give Mr. K. na thanks for his Vindication, not be offen- 
ded with mie for dleoſing.cher mil akes, which they now do farre more deteſt 
then I. 5 It was no fuck Crime im the late Reverend AfemBly to queſtion one 
of them for theſe miſtakes, or in Learned Biſhop Downame to write a hundred 
emer en] . other” And why then is it 4 Crime in me? 6. Re- 
N Mt. Oem who approves your Bock, 5 farre mote againſt Dr. Twiß 
er 6: TH, bun fare exten, i de Fi Finder. and yer 1 
est none accuſe him for unworthy handling him: Yea he ingeniouſly confeſſerh 
hi o former errour, and wtires'againft ; and why then _ not a man for 
Truths 25 be allowed to goof another, What he doth by Himſelf? Had. I been 
oy Aut fiout of De:Twiſſes Works (pardon the preſumption of the ſuppo- 
on) I ſhould (ay ten times more againſt ſeveral things in them, then I ever 
yet did. 7. Mt: N. Hmſelf here canfet eth rhe opinions that I mention of theirs 
to be ertonedus: And it not ihm as unworthy, handling them 'as mine? 8. 1 
nenen eruſe my wor dx them ſelves, and then let him judge 
a5 he ſreth Cauſe, ' They are But theſe TA great Queſtion it is, Whether Re- 
tmiſfion and Juſtificarion be Immenent or Tranſient.a@s of God: The miſtake 
int was it that led thoſe two moſt excellent fameus Divines Dr. Twi 


- 


Kor fait Di- Twiß often, All A&s immanent in God ate from 
nity : But Juſtification, and 1 ſins ate immanent Acts: 155 
Tshis ſuch un orthy handling Mr. K. durſt not once ſay that T fülſix accu 
them 3 or that it was not their errour. And could I give them 4 Higher Elogy, 
then to call them [moſt Excellent, Famous Divines.]. I am co 
et Archibiſfiops or Cardinals; yea the Pope himſelf would fink fic” no 
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way injurious to them; The Lord General will be content with lower Titles 
then — Excellent and-· Famous] Do net ſach —— Og to confirm 
the vile reproaches of the times, as if Miniſters were the moſt incollerably proud 
men on earth, when this is taken for unworthy. handling! And when they chat 
expect that their hearers ſhould bear their ſharpeſt and frequent reprooſs, cannot 
bear ſuch an honourable mention of their miſtakes Teck +} 418 . 
4. Whether there be one true word in Mr. Ks particular accuſation. [as if they 
had need to be taught a Logick leſſon of Mr. Baxter} 1 am content my very ene 
mies ſhould Judge. Did Jever contend about any point, of Logick with them 2 
It was not, what an immanent Act is ? Bet oneſy, Whether Juſtificarion be an 
Immanent AR, and ſs Eternal, that I enquired, and in which I oppoſed them? 
I do therefore take it as my duty to Admoniſh my learned Brother of his great fin, 
who hath not once, twice, or thrice, bur ſo oft in ſix leaves ſpoken ſuch pal- 
pable untruths in matter of fact, and made ſo little Conſciencg af the ninth Com- 
mandment. | | 6 Hor 2:4 the, Gs 
5. If in this Paragraph Mr. K. do diſcover the very end of his undertaking, n 
to be ſo much the Vindieatin of any truth of ab but, q oy B 
and Academicall Honour (of which I leave” the Reader to Judge) then may 
we hence conjecture at the Reaſon of ſeverall Paſſages through che whole * 
the Means may not be better then the End; and no wonder if they be ſuited 
de it. | 
6. As for all that follows concerning my [being ſearce hred in either Univerſe 
ty, c.] I have nothing to ſay. Did Mr. K. ever hear me contend for the 
Reputation of being Learned? He eafily carries the Caule here, having no con» 
tradition, * F 2 28141 2101 
7. And where he ſaith, that [ſomewhat more of the Univerſity would have 
done me no harm] I do not believe him: For though I have been as ſenſi ble of 
my want of ſuch happy opportunities, and my defects therenpon, as erer Mr. K 
was, at leaſt; yer I believe that all things work together fox Good to them Shar Joe 
God; and that by that three · fold Cord (on my Friends, Body, and ſcrupulous 
Conſcience) by which Gad reſtrained me from ſuch adyantages, and . fe 
to a more private courſe of ſtudies, he did alſo reſtrain me from ſome evil chat I 
might elſe have run upon, or prevent ſome that he ſaw would befall me: (and indeed 
he bach ſatisfied me now of the particulars.) | | | 
8. What men or other creatures thoſe were that Mc, K. did [ hear boaſt of me 
to the diſparagement of both Univerſities] ] cannot conjecture- But this J. Will 
promiſe Mr. K. that how little ſoever ] have received. from the Univerſities „ they 
ſhall have my frequent and earneſt prayers to God, and. my beſt endeavonts with 
men, for their Proſperity. The Lord purge them from Pride, Senſualicy, Mane 
pleaſing and Self-ſeeking, and cauſe them humbly to ſtudy Chriſt above all, and 
zealouſly to lay out themſelves for his Glory, and with confiderare, reſolved 
Self-denial and Unreſervedneſs, wholly to reſi gu themſelves to his ſervice , and 
make it their main buſineſs re win ſouls to that true felicity which they have firſt 
taſted of themſelves; and then ] ſhould not ſo much feat any policy or power of 
their Enemies. ; = woke 19 1 
9. And for Mr. 's concluding Poetical in junction; J heartily confeſs my ut- 
ter unworthineſs to be annumeraced to the Ambaſſadours of the Lord Jeſus, or 
ever to have been permitted to ſpeak in his Name ; much more with any ſuch ſuc- 
ceſs and encouragement as he hath vouchſafed me: And the Lord forbid oy owe 
| 0 
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pred to ſuch a work by Accuſers, or byymy on heart; I deſire God to (ave me from 
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K. B. VVI are now paſt the End, and yet new to begin. If in this nl 

le&ion he had not ſtumbled on a word or two, that come from the 
Core of his Errour, 1 ſhould ſcarce have under ſtood any of bis miade about the 
Controverſie in hand, ſaye only Negatively, and rhat he is Me., Andyet 
it js not much that I can diſcern of l. Amotig all the Diſſerders of all Sects thu 
ever I had to do with, that pretended to Learning, I have ſeldome mer \with che 
like ſlippery dealing, as in Mr. K. who pretending to make ſome notable diſcovery 
of the I curb,did by loſe himſef in the eager purſure of a contemptible Ad verſary, 
that he ſeems to have quite forgot his underraking, and leave his-errand behinde 
him. But to deal truly, it is my opinion, that h the man were drawn to en- 
gage himſelf, yet when he had emptiadehia bilious:{tomacke ,'- he found his work 


done, and — * Was willing 105 to drop aſleep when he ſhauld/have performed his 


Promiſe. He doth over and over again 22 us 10 open to us what it the Trae 
feent Fuſtifying AR, yea, g. 4 59. to nnifuclly to it; and when all's done, 
the buſineſs is ſo farre undone, that a re, — cannot certainly tell yet. he- 
ther he once name it, or hat his op it is. why nw "He faith Lby 
Giving us faich, he ik be — uscha which 
is our Inſttument whereby wel receive iche — — Phat 
[anon] is not yet come 3 for I finde no fuller diſcovery of his minde, but 
lictle glance in this Recollection, wherewirbiht dorh conclude: In tbeſe f 
words be ſeems to make the Immedinte Juſtifj ing oft ro be the Giving of Paich 3 Fl 
and yer contradicts it in the nent words 5 for that Baictr he makes to 
it may be out Inſtrument ofl Receiving. Now 
1. We ere enquiring after Gddza&,emd wog müns Unſlaument- 114m L od! 
2. We are enquir ing after the Immediate effecting Act, and not a 
which is no effect ing. 


= us ſee whether theſe words under conſideration will any better diſcover his 
enſe 


1. He (aich [tharro J. uſlißcation there is required. 4: Trenſent 24 E —— 
n —_ 


or the working of faith in 15 Nh Ibis is all the atanlient A 


2 from ſirſt n -- 3 fairh ohe 
jos es ug. yer be 1 


2 tb iced to N — . — 
5 to it, Teber that Act hic ee Augecell 

ditions, the Cauſes of thoſe Conditions, ate all Required to ic 3 when yes none 
of them is the juſtif ying g Act. But if indeed he do nenn that Fidew dare, is Fu- 
ftificare, 1 will (peak to that anon. Next be ſeich, that [Gods Decree tc . 
fe, looks well e Juſtißcation) but ris opt i. Next Re. (aithy.rhav: { Jus: 
Kification is the Abſolving-us rom our fi 
he may come to ſhew us what is not, and 5 

Act. And firſt again he excludes 2 belag rhe: Act 
2 Fab T * Oy z then he —̃ —ñ—ñ— 7 
then he ſait ill it ed there is no as $ by comparing 
Gods pardon with that of Princes.] IEA aeg; 


is Pardoning, or the juſtifying 46. No, not ſo neither: For he only ſaith, that 
That Plead- 
vs. 


, vllitbe l there is no Pardaning] which plainly expreſſech, 
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not? light to ſee 4 
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11110 * 66 
tels » „ g fade, 
ons, ſo that wears lets to ſearch 
for the jig not expreſly to mention, yer 
we may poſſibly con bby 115 laſt pg eng: If che Reader would ſee the 
een which is chus 5 y lapt up, as a lee afraid of the light, 

43 far ns I can gat | " 
Weg ting of il 9 85 5 1 thai 1 miſſion and Jubication ne 
mmanent ernity (and ton purchaſed hriſts 
bloud) vs: that Ju ae e which 15 Spe peaks of, — Ju- 
Mete in foro Conſcientia, or the apprehen( — the former; be thought, in 
le rimes, when  Aorinomianiſm bath an . the beſt, that it is the 
1 {it Wa 50 app e ee iſlion and Juſtiſication by faith ( in 


dan wirhoy 


ts * 1 1 = nere n to the Immanent E- 


ME A namen And therefore he thought it ſ tteſt 
to bi ge that nl 0 carries in it a Remiſſion of 

den aba 0 arge t — us, where Gol decrees to Re- 
mit them ?] Pag.1 13 8. — Gods Decree to paſſe the tranſient Act of juſti 


ing, carries in it 8 much a as concerns Gods Remiſſion of fins, and Acceptance 
of us az Righreous,] - Bur che change chas is made in time by the tranſient. Act, 
fs in our Feeling or Knowledge, an there foro he ſaith, that when we ſay {Now 
a man is juſtified in eds.fight] ir (Sie oa - 4 zclimony- given by God, 
whereby he makes w know at We are j ore God, ot in his J and 
bus Ga God it lignifies, A waking us ſo ſoe : and we are laid to be] in his 
fight, wheh he makes it, as it were 2 to our light, hat we are — 5. 
138. (Here before he was aware, he gives it the name of jullification before we 
lee it.) Now being Reſolved to Lene the name of Remiſſion and Iuſtifi- 
17 (in this life he x b 2 hard put 10 it, te 
deliver his meaning oft 5 v hout the ſhame of 
his opinion. And therefare Tauch. It bs the Giviago faith to be aur 
Iaſtrument: Somecime that this fa eke, to it: but concludes, thut is ĩs in 
fors Conſciemie, a private Seſſions, that we are juſtified before dearh : So that the 
panes is this: That, 1 e and Acceptation do conſiſt 
in pur. e 18815 ot feel ing ot that which God did from Eternity 
8 muſt got be culled Ton, & 3g, dee Remiſſion:) and becauſe 
onlcie: 167970 RO) 85 | his, bat by Beljeving, and becauſe e cannot 
Believe till vs us the Itace of fa h. Here ſere God juſtifies or pardons us by 
Gra el race; char We by Balieying:or being Conſcious of our Eter- 
nal dee do imme i270 af Look lune and forgive out ſelves 3 but mediately 
on 1 0 e 20 C3-ding us 40 Bolieve,, and Cauſing our Con- 
, . ia 2 NT ihe a 10 30. . 
at Mak's miit.io thisexplication: 
; 8 — mba ha 
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66,Scriprure that ſpeak of Juſtificaion by fair,” and be may eaſiſy ſeerbarrtiey do 

ot (no not one of 2heth) ( of Juſtification in forgConſeiencie, or ofiiapy can». 

ciouſneſs of our Righ „ hut of Juſtiſcation heſore Gods ). 4 

Ang that Vods giving faith is nos the immediate juſtifying: ad 4! applars 
1, tom the very bame. I To give faith} is one thing, and {to juſtibe) is | 
another. 2. From the real difference. Faith g given by a Phyſical act a 
n immediatly by a Legal or: Moral act. Faith is à real 
Quality (in the habit) or Act: Righteouſnels. is a Relation, and is immediatiꝝ 
by a meer Reſultancy. Nay the very matter or meritorious cauſe of the Righrey: 
ouſneſs now in queſtion, is not faich, but Chriſta ſatisfaction and merit. Flu 
terminus therefore of the juſtifying act (] ſpeak now of our gonſtitutive. Juſtifica- 
tian). is Righteouſneſs, a Relation bu the3ermimus of Gods act in giving Faith, 
3»the Faith lo given · The ObjeR allo of the juſtifying act, and che 
Juſtification, is credens, a man already Believing: but the object of that act which 
giveth faith, is an Uubeliever. 3. Is not this flat Popery ? to make Juſtificdri- 
on to lye in a real change, and not a relative ? and ſo to make it the ſame with 
Vocation, Convetſion, Regeneration; or Sapct ification ? Whereas; the boly 
Ghoſt ſaith, [ hem he called them be: juſtified, Rom, . 30. ] For to give ſaich 18 
Vacation (as thoſe Divines ſay, that make faih to go before. other graces: in 
babl: gd e ee eee eee eee eee 
Mr. Pemble thin s, who ſuppoſeth all infuſed in uno ſemine. So that it Fidem dares 
and Fuſtificare be all one, then to Juſtifie and to Call or $anRike is all one. 
I bad once thought to have heaped up divers Arguments here in tbe cancluſi on 
on theſe two laſt points. 1. To prove zhat dur fiſt Juſtiſ cation (by faichs; which 
Scripture ſpeaks of, is not in foro conſciencia. 2. To prove that [to give: taib} 
js not the propet: or immediate juſtifying act of God. Bux I ſhall; forbea Be- 
cauſe Mr, K. gives me ſo little invitation to it, ſeeing he gives but a few dach hints 
of his ewn minde. 2. In that I finde upon review that almoſt all this paper is 
unavoidably taken up with a meer defence of. my words againſt his injury ande he 
hath not given me ccaſion for many ſutther profitable explicatians ot diſputes: 
and therefore I will reſerve theſe; for a fitter places +3» Becauſe — 1 
ready Argyed againſt both theſe in private anſwers 40 the: Animadverizens af 
learned, Friends? and though thoſe ars not for publique viewz yer I. have back» 
wardneſs to thedoing of one thing ſo oſt . 4. Becauſe this little zhat . I have here 
ſaid, ſeems enough, and proportionable to his brevity which doth occafian ii. 

This one thing ſeems neceſſary, in the Concloß on, chat I adde a few Reafons 
to prove that it is in Le- ſenſe that we are firſt juſtified by faith, and ſo that 
the Mor al Act of the Law is the immediate . act (and conſequemly the 
enacting of that Law of grace: or granting ihat Deed of giſt, is the: next foregning 
efficient act.) There are Reaſons. enough in my Aphoriimes, but! Mx.K-4houghs 
it eaſieſt to take no notice of tbeeemnun . * 

Te that jo ghoen en Remiſion, . Net ine; Bur b ehh i 

thing that is given by, Remiſſton is mum tatem : Bur it is only 

Laws, Comracts, Deeds of giſt, or the like Moral acts, that Right is immedisty 


cken 8 is hy theſe immediaily bat we ace forgiven: (and ſo i ju 
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Arg. 2. — of Termino « quo. | 
[The:Diffolurion ofa Legal obligation, muſt be by a Meral act ar rhe Reder, 
af the ſame kinde with the: obligiag ãct. But Wannen of finds a Difſgtution of 
ſach-an Obligation. Fherefore,@'c: i 213 ar 
TT he major is proved by that common maxime, Fodem modo difſovieur obliged, 
quoconrabitue.  'Þ hemineris proved by the true definition of Pardon: Which is 
in criminals, The Ac of à Rector diſſolving an Obligation co puniſhment. 


Remiſſae D Pens: Rau Obligetio ad P. | 
"5 Arg. 3 3% 1 Abofficio L egi. * of 
[If i berhe uſe of the Law 4 * Norma Fudicii, the be that is jaRtified pey 


— Fulicis,” muſt be fie 2 in Law: Bur the Antecedent is n 
Therefore, &c. 
When 1 ſay [ Juſtiſed in Law] I do not mean { by che Law]: Arial) raken 
as moſt do, for one only Species of Law: Bur I mean [ by Law] in 23 
it is truly deſi ned to be e Dees Refori he Debino, 
Hola Rector Dibitans Conftituens, For many Lawyers do call * . 
and ſtanding Laws, byche name of Laws, and do exclude verball precepes of u 
Rector: In this limited ſenſe, 01 is taken for [Law by an Excellency] T'do 
not now uſe it. 
Arg A. Arn — 
- Declararive ſentential Joſtification or Pardon, preſuppoſerh Juſtification 
Sanne Therefore ERR C onſtirucive gors er ſentenrial Jun 
cation. 
Here I ſuppoſe 1. That Cotildiracire 4s per Logers, and net per Sontenrian, 
which is paſt diſpute, 2. That it is by faith (as the condition) that we are 
juſtibed ( foe, it being only Believers that are Morally qualified to be fit 
ſabze&s for chis Juſtification, and whom alone the new Law pronounceth Righ- 
teous, and to whom alone it effeQually giverh Chriſt and Life. The Antecedent 
i plain, in that the Judge muſt ſentence a man ro be as he is, and according to 
tis Cauſe.” A man muſt be juſt, befote he juſtly be pronounced. Juſt. He that 
condemneth the Righteous, and he that (Juſtifierh the wicked, they both are abo- 
mitiarion to the Lord, Prov 17. 1 5. He that ſaith 10 the wicked, Thou art Righteous, 
bim ſhall N ations curſe, people ſhall abhorre him, * ＋ 24.24. So that whether the 
— be in conſcience or Heaven, it muſt proſuppoſe Juſtification Con- 
itutive . 
Arg. 5. Anu 5 kite, 8 
I the nature of that act of faith ich juſtifierh, be ly boch as may be the 
oiuticide/'of the Laws conſtitutive FJultification,' and not ſuch as. may be the 
Inſtrument of ſentencing us Juſt, then Juſtification by faith (whick Scriprare 
mentioneth ſo oft) is JaRifcation i in Law ſenſe, and ner Semential: Bur the 
Antecedent © true 3' as is" proved from che Act, which I have elſegthere' pro- 
vow be [rhe Accepting of an offered Chriſt and Life} (including — 
and not the Atrinomian, ſpecial; Belief that we ite ;- or a perſwa⸗ 
ſion of Gods ſpecial Love to us, or a conſciouſneſs of our (Ri; — log 


* is the common reed of men co think been on alben fh, 
that 
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* 7 N 
Bec oat bandes, "as lis Tr 
: 0 een fo here unleſs aby cial reaſon! 
5 br 2 ir : For Gods Law hath che common nature of a Law, =_ is 
—. the common nature of judgement. den 
Jof prove the Antecedent I need — to * „ to the common uſe of me ae 
e with Legal and Judicial affairs. Yea even Mr. K himſelf a 
roma rel ey it: Yea beſides the forementioned 'acknowled ement 
anke We guided to conclude with it, as the very laſt word of his re Thy 
me [We may be {aid to be particularly jotified from partici fins $2 
gon bur alwaics by vertue of our general pardon. This A ardon is that 
h God iſſued out and ſealed as he ſaith, which Ju ffeGual when te- 
N pleaded, doth by irs virtue juſtifie us from particu ar fins ; chat is, by 


Hacti 
irs mbra] „ben action. 12 70 


em the Scriptureſo oft denieth JaktiGcarion dy the Low! fe 
men that there is ſuck a thing in rerum 'natara, as Juſtification by a Law, 
that'it is no improper unfit ſpeech: For elſe God would not uſe it, Gal. 5. 4, & ©. 
2 Yea it oppoſeth Juſtification by grace in Chriſt, to Juſtification by the 


Low, Af. 25 5.9 1 ore jufif ified from all things from which they 
8 ety the Lam of Moſes : Where note the e that [ b 
S KJ 2 ow Coy wok) and ſo [ by the Law.of hy 


. Moſer and Works. ] That thete fore is 
firmed + the <4 of 1 eh is — ene of the Law of Works : vid. to juſti- 
fie, And the reaſon why the Law of W uld not fultifie, was for that it was 
weak ere Gag the fleſh, and not that ir was an action or effect diſagreeable to the 
nature of a 

Many other actions of Law to the ſame purpoſe, I recited out of ſeveral 
Serjpturesz in food 17579. which 1 will not rrouble the Nan 
ts repeat. 
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§. 63. 
Nd thus 1 have done that ungrate full work which Mr: K was pleated by 
Api, e pur me non: . 25 50 appears not lovely to me on the 
thongh Thive bots i 2 s of this Leirne a 
ehh Ene vary wel — 51 de er bar be Harb Gert called re te 
thought it not fi to i the' Fort 75 have litde" tb 


beyon 
but to obtrude his es 37 dence; 157 ſhew' chat he _— [6 wap me; his ade 
ſary,” forgerting that of Seneca, Victoriæ fine . In ibe 
have not uch ro de, bur to open ibe vanity and fallacy wr. o_ words, 

what a windy Triumph it 72 which folſe eth ſuch a eo olition,, 72 

= Reader oweth him,. who d6th imp a. EE | 

gh; reins e Reader = alſs by by ſuch a [covety.* 1 2 
r(ſolved to TN | raſh: 0 | 
ſelf in the — ere 215 juris words, 1758 | 
not tell how to anſwer them but by ſhewing plainly what they are, and calling a 
Spade, a 4 7 ; Which cann be done ** {mooth and Pleaſing words 3 2 
have uſed more Tronies then dare apptove of. "My reſelution —oky 

fore is, to ſtiſle this work till I have a call to publiſh it, and then to commit it to 
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r be not more then was fic for me to Tpeak. It ig my purpoſe therefore to 
deal wich him no mere, leR 1 be drawn again to the (ame inconyenience. For 
T finde I cannot Reply to ſuch a man in ſuch termes as I do to the Moderate and 
Candide. Till his breath be ſweeter or ſounder I think ir ſafeſt ro ſtand. further 
n When he dilgorgeth his Romack on me, I havg not the skill of ſhas 

off ſo mannerly, 2 1. —— my felt without bis dilgrace, as I could 

wi Lad. And if a man ry e them not very tenderly, Th ferent Bercors mote. 
I finde alſo that it is a very 8 againſt rhe guilty to 12 both truly and 
pleaſingly: For nem ini blanditur Veritas: and I have a natural inclination to ſpeak 
nakedly and plainly 5 which being ſeconded with (ome degree of opinion, that 
gui loguitur plane, loquitur ſane, may quickly occaſion me ro Rep too farre. But 
the principal cauſe is, that I am truly aweaty of the Warres of Divines ; Ma y 
as pporcuoity and i imporyupity have I put by; as finding hers allo, that 1 
lu ſum pramiis majorar and eſpecia ly in. is civil uncivil Worte of, Brethre {no 


| a uſually loleth: unleſs men could be brought to deal more wit ** 7 
and leſs with Words and Men, Contentions are 1 the Daughter and 
ther of Pride. They are (as ſoot) the fuel of that flame e . If 
E contender be overcome, he glorieth not 85.4 . the Vi 75 th 55 
but repingth as a man at his own, overthrow. and r 
Zerit: If he ſeem to conquer ſupercilia erig it, agd i it 5 1 
Dae his vice, and haſten his ruine.; n 8 n 
Vinlicat elatos juſta oft ruins galt. 
However it ſers. men uſually on two eager à ſtudying for "6 own e 
which is the way that god reſolveth mal ruine it: For he that will be great mult 
be the ſervant of all, and he that will be wiſe. muſt become a fool, and, ke that 
will ſave his honour muſt loſe it: 4 propg4t nomen, Tacky nomen. My ſoul t. 
ſteth an admirable ſweerneſs in Peace: The Churches Peace; the Concord ot 
Brethren is my daily ſtudy, prayer and endeavour; which O that I were able an of 
right way to-promete | What I do that way, Ido with pleaſure: my great 
zeal doth carry me to it. But what I do in way of Controverſie, yea even when 


ai lo that I dare not forbear, leaſt I ſhould betray or wrong the Truth, 
85 grievous and ungratefull * Zh have little pleaſure. in it... I am teſol- 


h 5 erefore to draw b ack com. 70 bas much as I finde conſilten: wich my 
| Call that muſt not e reſiſted. 104 — 
10 py Way and Labours : for I have foun ls he: drawerh-forth nothing 
ich he knows not how to uſe for good. An the mare any Brother is verſwaded 
that I cranſgreſs my bounds in writing too ſha ip „J intreat him the mare to p Pray 


for the pardon of my fault, and the more watchfully ro ſhua the like himſelf 3 
to * e me, and 14 the Sui friends, =_ 


ily and i Kn 


guide our In the way: of Trut 9 1015 Peace 3 even, 0 
Truth, ich, Tying eee 0 e ly my tis ited es 1 and 


of that Peace, e 1 the Means; a 


K remake, iet 1 165 * 


bat ſhall ſeem too ö 
| al cha tl 0 — 0 22 Ke 


Fla elity to. the Tryeh th of Cheb e [1 am (arisfied of 2a 


— —— eee 


womb int ee Ie ab eee 

 Cbriffian] Have been willing tohqpe that my work of this Kinde, and 
l Klar, In this kinde e Wa end, ad dat God 
would in merey grant me {one lrtle Vacahch för tnote profitable la- 


bots (ofpracticaſſ Theology) wich I have long affected, and earneſti 


deſired an opportunity to perform: But the unceſſant aflaults of con- 
tentious men do make me begin to lay aſide ſuch hopes; The enemy or 
truth is too ſubtle for me; It's like he doth cn jecture at the ſhortneſs 
of my time; and therefore contriveth to force me upon other works 
till my glafſe is tun. Phave long foreſech his plot, and yet Fam not 
able to diſappoint him: To quiet the ſpirits of the contentious is be- 
yond my power; To bear in ſilence their Reproaches of my ſelf, and 
to ſpend but little time or none in vindicating of any Intereſt of mine 
own,'tlis I have pur poſed and promiſed to my Brethiren But M hem f 
ſee apparently that ic is an intereſt higher then mine that is aſſaultéd, 
and that Gods Truth and the ſouls of men do command my endes 
vours for their defence, I have no power to forbear. Since the Print- 
ing of this Book, there is come to my hands à ſecond Volume of 
MG. Xendals againſt Me obs Godwin on the point of perſeverance; 
wherein he hath aſfaulted my Direttiohs for Peace of Conſtiente ini 4 
large Preface ; and my Book of Ref; im a Higreſſion: Had he fallen 
on my Aphoriſmer again, I think I ſhould have ſilently yeelded them 
up as a ſacrifice to his ſcorn; But thoſe other practical Writings, I ſup- 
pvſe it my duty juſtly to defend. 1. Becauſe know it is the Serpents 
malicious deſign to make my Labours unprofitable to the Church. 
And ſeeing God in great mercy hath ſatisfied me by ex perience, that 
how weak ſoever, they have been hitherto ſprcefßfüll, 1 take it for no 


proud over: valuing them, but for a judgethent upon experience, to i 


conclude that it will be ſome wrong to he Church of God and fouls 

of men if T ſilently give way to this ſerpentine deſi gn. 2. 1 have heard 

ſuch Jealouſies and terrible accuſations ſpread abroad by this fort of 
Divines againſt my Writitigs, and eſpecially y- Diretti0y7, fer Pete? 
as cauſed me much to admirè what'the cauſe of the offence ſhould be: 
Never could T hear but one particular accuſation of it, & hich is the 
ſhameleſſe falſnood, that I was againſt the doctrine of the Saints Per. 
ſeverance ; to which I annexed an p91 y to the ſecond Edition. But 
I found it was further buz d into t ebeacs of the people, thar thers 
were many other dangerous ettots init; But all i as in gener als and l 
could never learn any of the particulars till now: Nay the people 
that were deterred from reading it knew none of the particulars them 
ſelves, but took on truſt from jealous fame that ſuch there were. And 
I learned, that there is among ſome Brethren of this ſtraiti,a Combina- 
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R 57: Te prevent the ele of my ſenſe, 1 fire thee .to correbl 
IN the/t faults before thow readeft ; many ſmaller there are which may 
be eaſily diſcerned. 3 


Errata in the Epiſtle to C. G. has). 

Pa e 4+ line 23. reade To which end. I. penult. r. your ſelf. p. 3. L 19, for their r. your 

p. S. 1.7. tor undeſervedly r. unreſerved hy. 1 | 

Againſt Blake. . 

Pag. 1. J. 3 2. for 1. r. ite. I. 5. for Cor. r. Sen. p. 6. I. 45. for our faith r. one fu pin. 
I. 30. for former r. formall. p. 25. I. 33. for recipiatur r. recipitur. 1.33. r. ſo receivath, 
p: 38. l. 22. r. nen contingat. p. 46. I. 1 1. for ſn, r. ſo, p. 6 2. I. I 5. for man r. an uuregene- 
rate man, p. 5. I. J. for Fuſtification r. Impe ſition or Inſtitution. p. 89. l 15. r, expect order. 
p- 91. I. 3 3. r.inceptive. p.92. l. 14. for dura r. pura. and for ſakconditiong r. ſub conditione. 
p. 97. JU 22, r. though it was. p.99. l. 25. r. The Apoſtle peaking. p. 100. I. 3 2. for particu- 
lar r. peculiar. p. 10 4. 1.22, r. but ſo come. p. 117. r. your ſelf. p. 118. 1,36. r. to many. 
p. 1 20. l. 41. blot out to. p. 13 3. I. 30. for diflinguiſhr, diminiſh. p. 13 4. 1.41. blot out 
iber. p. 136. I. 5. for 4. r. quatuor. 1.6, for this r. his. p.138. l. 2. for ſeal r. ſtate. p. 145. 


I. 1 1. r. y Moſes Gen. 2. 
_ Againſt Mr X. 


Pag. 4, |-25. r. fpiritul, p. 5.1.3 1. r. nemini. p. 29. 1. antepenult. r. be ſo called. p.28, 

1.30, * vi vos r. p 1. l. 42. for ther, them. p. 51. 1.34. for now f. enough. p. 97. 

1.45. r. on beleeving. p. 109. l. 17. for graceſull r. oy 110. |. 31. r. in dem, 

2 1.9. r. whit her. p. eine or only r. whally. I. 24. r, 
e 


that proves. p. 143 · 1.37. for oberule r obtunde. 


In the ale before that againſt L. Colvin. 


Pag. 3. l. 24. for fear. r. bear. ibid Pref. Apol. P. 3. 1.18. for meer r. neer. p.4.1.13, 

r. reverſus. In the Contents p. 3+ 1.6. for Decree r. Degree, 
Againſt L. O. 

P. 194. l. 3. r. before both p. 224 1 2. r. work ? and Diſp eſitio. p. 229. 1.28, r. neerhy, 
p.237. l. 21. for after you r. ofter than. p. 2 50. l. 14. for _—_ r. beſides. p. 255. 1.38. 
jor fins r. ſons. p.257. l. 35. for formerly r. ſormal'y. p. 28 2. . 23. for Gavell r. Ravel. 
p. 294. l. 23. for Relative r. declarative. p. 30 1. 16. r. in tantum. p. 309. l.antepen. for 
Now r. Note. p. 3 10. | ult. for five de merito r. fone demerito. p. 3 14. |. 14. r. an infiru- 


ment. p. 3 26. l. ult. r ſalvo, N i 
5 Againſt Crandon. 
Pag. 12. 136. for parties r. partes. p. 15. l. 28. for 2 r. ended. p.28. I. z. ſor Now 
r. Nor. p. 3 5. l. 6. for wherein r. without. p.37. 14 for ſolid r. ſol 4. p. 5 5+ 1.8. for that 
r. the. 1,14, r. obtrude. 
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NY Hatſoever hath eſcaped me in theſe Writings that is againſt 
V Meekneſſe, Peace, and Brotherly Love, let it be all unſaid, 
and hereby revoked, and I deſire the pardon of it from God and 


Man. 


| RICHARD BAXTER... 
F :1I N I * 


